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CONSOLIDATED REPLY TO

PETITION TO CORRECT TECHNICAL ERROR
AND PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

Complainant Carolina Power & Light Company (“CP&L”) hereby files this
Reply to Defendant Norfolk Southern Railway Company’s (“NS”) Petition for
Reconsideration filed on January 20, 2004. Because NS’s pleading combines two
different petitions, one for correction of technical errors and one for reconsideration of
several of the Board’s rulings, this pleading is styled as a Consolidated Reply to those
separate petitions.

I PETITION TO CORRECT TECHNICAL ERROR

NS’s Petition identifies seven categories of “technical error” in the Board’s
December 23, 2003 Decision (“Decision”). CP&L agrees with NS that there are certain

technical errors that should be corrected by the Board, though not, in some cases, in the



amounts calculated by NS. However, several of NS’s claimed errors are not errors and

require no adjustments. We address each of NS’s points in turn.

A. Traffic and Revenue

NS identifies two purported “technical errors” in the traffic levels for the
P&SH. Neither of these alleged technical errors warrants revision of the Decision.

First, NS claims that the Board improperly used NS’s internal business
forecasts for the CP&L and Duke traffic moving in 2002-2004 given language in the
Decision indicating that the Board would use EIA data to forecast coal volumes for those
time periods. While it is clear that the Board did use NS business forecasts to project the
CP&L and Duke traffic, CP&L does not agree that this was an error on the Board’s part.'

In its Reply Evidence in this case, NS submitted more detailed information
in its “base case” traffic analysis regarding CP&L’s and Duke’s traffic levels than it
submitted for any other P&SH shipper.” Specifically, NS referenced discussions with
CP&L and Duke personnel that allowed NS to make certain refinements to the NS

internal business forecasts regarding CP&L and Duke for 4Q02 through 2004. Id.

' The net effect of the Board’s use of NS’s internal business forecasts for CP&L
and Duke’s 2002-2004 traffic (rather than relying upon the EIA forecasts for CP&L and
Duke’s traffic for those three years) is to: (i) decrease the P&SH’s 2002 traffic volume
by 1,492,739 tons; (ii) to increase the P&SH’s 2003 traffic volume by 1,830,443 tons; and
(iii) to increase the P&SH’s 2004 traffic volume by 2,243,018 tons. However, the
Board’s tonnages are, for each year, below CP&L’s figures, significantly so in 2003. See
Decision, Table B-1.

? See NS Reply electronic workpaper “Piedmont RR Coal Traffic Forecast
revised.xls.” The Duke data is located on the index level and the CP&L data is located on
the Summary level of this workpaper.
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The Board’s action in applying the NS internal forecast to the CP&L and

Duke traffic, but rejecting its application as to other shippers, is entirely reasonable. The
Board’s rejection of the NS internal forecast was based on its concerns about the manner
in which NS applied the forecast to limit the traffic group to only those movements that
moved within the same O/D pairs. This concern, however, was not material with regard
to the CP&L and Duke traffic. As reflected in NS’s Reply workpapers, all of the O/D
pairs for CP&L’s and Duke’s traffic included in CP&L’s traffic group were also included
in the NS internal forecast for each of the years 2002, 2003 and 2004.* The evidence also
demonstrates that the tonnages forecast by NS for 2002-2004 for both Duke volumes and
CP&L volumes were very close to the tonnages forecast by CP&L.* Accordingly, there
does not appear to be any material impact of the nature that led the Board to avoid use of
the NS internal forecasts on the balance of the traffic group.

While NS characterizes the Board’s treatment of the CP&L and Duke
volumes as “technical error,” it is evident from a review of the Board’s electronic
spreadsheets that the Board fully understood that it was treating the CP&L and Duke

traffic in a manner that differed from its treatment of the other P&SH traffic. In

? See NS Reply electronic workpaper “Piedmont RR Coal Traffic
Forecastrevised.xls” at worksheet “Coal Forecast By Calendar Year,” at column K.

* Aggregate tonnages for the period 2002-2004 forecast by NS were: CP&L -
22,780,657, Duke - 27,633,399. The CP&L forecasts were CP&L - 23,283,891, Duke,
28,233,174. The geometric average annual difference is approximately 0.7%. For the
other coal traffic in the traffic group, the difference was almost twice as large at 1.3%.
See CP&L electronic workpaper “Aggregate Forecasted Duke-CPL Tons.xls” submitted
with this Reply.

-3.



particular, Table L: “Piedmont RR - Stand-Alone Costs and Revenues,” which is

included within the Board’s electronic workpapers, includes the following heading:

STB Exp. and Inv. and EIA 2003 Projections for Tons and
Rev 2002-21 (Contract/Water), and NS Projections Duke
and CPL - As of 12-19.03 WITH 16 REROUTES

See STB electronic workpaper “Final DCF.123,” sheet “Netting” (emphasis added). This
explicit heading contradicts NS’s suggestion that the use of the NS traffic forecasts for
CP&L and Duke’s traffic constituted some sort of technical error or oversight. Instead, it
is apparent that while the Decision did not offer a detailed explanation of the treatment of
the CP&L and Duke traffic volumes for this period, the Board intended to treat those
volumes differently. As noted above, the Board had good cause to do so.

Second, the Board did not commit “technical error” by utilizing EIA’s AEO
2003 traffic forecast (which was published in January of 2003). NS suggests that the
Board should not have relied on the EIA forecast data, but instead should have used
traffic figures for 2002 that were published by EIA at some later time. See NS Petition at
1-2 (claiming that “The EIA’s final year-end actual data . . . were published before the
Board issued its Decision.”). In its Petition, NS fails to state precisely when this data
became available. Regardless of when it became available, however, the Board’s
decision to rely on EIA’s AEO 2003 traffic forecast data was entirely proper.

The Board clearly is under no obligation to continuously reach outside the
record to update data that it may rely upon in performing its calculations. Indeed, the law
of this case confirms the Board’s recognition that “there must be a clearly defined cut-off

point, after which the record of the proceeding is closed.” See Docket No. 42072 (STB



served May 12, 2003) at 1 (striking NS’s attempt to submit revised 2002 traffic data in

conjunction with its February 28, 2003 Brief); accord Finance Docket No. 34013, B.

Willis, C.P.A., Inc. — Petition for Declaratory Order (STB served July 26, 2002), at 3
(“The limitations in our rules against the introduction of new evidence reflect the need for
finality in the administrative process.”).

NS’s attempt to introduce data that was not available until after all the
evidentiary filings and briefs in this case were submitted runs directly counter to the
Board’s May 12, 2003 finding that there must be a “defined cut-off point” for the
evidence. To hold otherwise would enmesh the Board in an endless series of filings to
revisit traffic assumptions as real-world events vary one way or another from the Board’s
assumptions.

NS’s claim that the Board erred by not continuously checking for updates to
data relied upon in making its calculations also is directly contradicted by a number of
decisions of the United States Supreme Court. See, e.g., Bowman Transp., Inc. v.

Arkansas-Best Freight System, Inc., 419 U.S. 281, 294 (1974); ICC v. Jersey City, 322

U.S. 503, 514 (1944); accord Illinois Comm. Comm’n v. United States, 292 U.S. 474, 480

(1934); see also Nance v. EPA, 645 F.2d 701, 717 (9th Cir. 1981). As such, the Board’s
reliance on the EIA AEO 2003 data does not constitute “technical error.”

In any event, the Decision in the instant case indicates that the Board had
sound reasons for using the EIA AEO 2003 forecast. As the Board noted, there was a
close correlation between the 5.5% decline reported by EIA for the Central Appalachian

region and both the Quarterly Commodity Statistics (“QCS”) that NS itself had filed with



the Board (i.e., a 5.8% decline) and the Board’s Waybill Sample for the NS system. See

Decision at 17. NS simply has not demonstrated that the Board intended to adopt
reflexively whatever data EIA published for 2002 volumes without regard to the other
NS-specific traffic information at the Board’s disposal. Instead, the language of the
Decision itself reflects that the Board assessed the propriety of using the 2002 EIA data in
light of these other considerations.

Finally, CP&L notes that NS has not only faulted the Board for relying on
2002 data contained in the EIA AEO 2003 Report, but has also encouraged the Board to
adopt 2003 data contained in the EIA AEO 2004 Report. See, e.g., NS Petition at 9 n.10
(referencing the “just-released” EIA AEO 2004 Report). Recently, the Board noted that it
would not apply the EIA 2004 forecast because it was “released too late to be relied

upon.” See Docket No. 42070, Duke Energy Corp. v. CSX Transportation, Inc. (STB

served Feb. 4, 2004), at 47 (“Duke v. CSXT”).> Given that the Decision in this matter
was issued roughly six weeks before the decision in Docket No. 42070, a similar
conclusion that the EIA 2004 forecast NS seeks to impose was released too late to be
relied upon in this matter is clearly in order. Accordingly, it cannot be considered a
“technical error” for the Board to continue to apply the EIA AEO 2003 forecast, which
was available on a time frame that allowed ample time for it to be considered and utilized

in the Board’s analysis and preparation of its Decision.

* Similarly, in its decision last week in Docket No. 42069, the Board revised its
traffic findings to be consistent with the Decision in the instant case. In so doing, the
Board applied the EIA AEO 2003 forecast, even though it was fully aware of the
existence of the EIA AEO 2004 forecast. See Docket No. 42069, Duke Energy Corp. v.
Norfolk Southern Ry. (STB served Feb. 3, 2004) at 4-5 (“Duke v. NS Corrected”).
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In summary, the Board should not allow itself to be placed in a situation in

which its decisions are subject to quarterly reopening or reconsideration to test the
validity of each of the Board’s findings regarding traffic volumes, the cost of labor, the
cost of fuel, etc., etc. NS’s Petition invites the Board to embark on this very type of
endless re-evaluation of its own decisions and thus to obliterate any notion of finality in
rate reasonableness litigation.

Finally, the Board’s Decision includes, as it must, many assumptions. It
would be improper and unfair to update only tonnage assumptions as NS requests here.
As CP&L’s counsel stated at the oral argument:

[NS] introduced some information about tonnage decreases in

2003 they would like you to take judicial notice of. T would

submit that the record is closed. There are a lot of things we

would like to ask you to take judicial notice of too if we’re

going to get into that. You can’t allow cherry picking of that

nature on the record. It is what it is.

See November 19, 2003 Oral Argument Transcript (“Tr.”) at 105.
B. Tunnel Costs

NS contends that the Decision found that ten tunnels on the P&SH would
require double-tracking and that the cost of a double-tracked tunnel would be 175% of the
cost of a single-track tunnel, but that the Board did not make this adjustment. See NS
Petition at 2. CP&L concurs that this appears to be an inadvertent error, but CP&L
disputes the “correct” amount set forth in NS’s Petition. Specifically, NS’s Petition

ignores a related technical error in the Decision regarding the number of linear feet

(“LF”) of tunnels.




In the Decision, the Board incorrectly states that CP&L and NS agreed that

the P&SH would include 52,949 LF of tunnels. Id. at 93. NS’s Reply included 52,934
LF on tunnels, while CP&L included 52,311 LF of tunnels in its Rebuttal. The correct
number of tunnel feet should be 51,950.° The Board relied upon NS’s calculation of
tunnel feet, thereby overstating the length of tunnels by 984 LF.

The impact of the error in LF has implications for mobilization,
engineering, and contingencies, as well. In the aggregate, the total impact of correcting
the Board’s tunnel daylighting error should be to increase construction costs by
$55,917,397 rather than the $62.5 million figure set forth in NS’s Petition.”

C. Locomotives for MOW Trains

NS claims that its evidence required three locomotives to power MOW
trains, and that the Board accepted NS’s operating plan generally (and therefore should
have accepted the MOW locomotives as well). See NS Petition at 2-3. NS’s Petition,
however, fails to identify a specific intent on the Board’s part to include these trains in its
cost calculation, instead suggesting only that its evidence had demonstrated that such
locomotives were necessary. CP&L disputes NS’s characterization of this item as
technical error, and does not agree that the Board inadvertently failed to include the

locomotives in the P&SH’s costs.

% NS overstated the tunnel feet by 984 LF due to its inclusion of both the Hatfield
WB and EB tunnels in an area of single track. CP&L overstated the tunnel feet by 381
LF due to the inclusion of the Huger EB tunnel next to the daylighted Huger WB tunnel.
Correcting these items for each party results in “agreement” on 51,950 LF for tunnels.

7 CP&L’s $55.9 million figure includes: $43.09 million (base investment), $4.17
million (mobilization), $4.35 million (engineering), and $4.31 million (contingencies).
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D. P&SH Operating Expenses

NS claims that the Board understated the P&SH operating expenses by
$13.7 million per year due to two technical errors. First, NS claims that the Board’s
revised tonnage figures had the effect of changing the peak traffic year from what had

appeared in NS’s evidence (i.e., from 2003 to 2008). Second, NS claims the Board erred

in the ratio it used for base year tons to peak year tons. See NS Petition at 3-4. NS claims
that, as a result of these two errors, the Board understated operating costs by $13.7
million per year. See NS Petition electronic workpaper “stb-Operating Expense NS-12-
22-03 (Modified) 2008 Analysis.xls,” sheet “SARR Base Exp.” CP&L agrees that the
Board has erred with respect to the ratio issue, but not the peak year issue. In fact, as a
result of an additional technical error in the Decision that NS did not identify, the P&SH’s
tons for 2008-2022 are not correct.

In particular, the Board’s application of the EIA forecast is incorrect
because of the presence of certain hardcoded tonnage figures in the Board’s spreadsheet
for 2008.° These hardcoded figures cause tons for the P&SH to be overstated by
approximately 100,000 tons per year beginning in 2008 and continuing through 2022. As
a result, NS’s “corrected” operating expense figure of $13.7 million per year is itself
incorrect because NS relies on overstated 2008 tonnage figures to arrive at its operating

expenses.

¥ See STB electronic workpaper “Final Revenues and Tons.xls,” sheet “Contract
and Water,” cells BX9 though BX21, BX23 through BX29, BX40 through BX47, and
BX56 through BX118.
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NS is correct in its claim that the Board erred in calculating the peak year to

base year ratio in order to adjust the P&SH peak year operating statistics to reflect base
year operations. Specifically, the Board correctly developed the peak year 2003 statistics
based on its restated tonnages, but in adjusting the statistics to reflect base year 2002
operations, the Board used a ratio based on NS’s 2002 and 2003 Reply tonnages. This
understated the ratio and understated the base year operating statistics. The correct ratio
should be developed based on the relationship of the Board’s 2003 and 2002 restated
tonnages.” When the Board corrects the 2008-2022 tonnage figures and the peak year to
base year ratio calculation, the impact on the annual operating costs should flow through
the calculations.
E. Operating Managers/G&A
CP&L concurs with NS’s statement that a discrepancy exists between the
Board’s Decision and its workpapers regarding the number of operating managers and
general administrative personnel. See NS Petition at 4. NS is correct that correcting this
error reduces P&SH operating expenses by approximately $1.27 million annually. Id.
F.  Startup Costs
CP&L concurs with NS’s Petition regarding the existence of a technical
error in the calculation of startup costs. See NS Petition at 4. However, CP&L disputes

the revised cost total set forth by NS.

’ NS’s argument that the statistics need to be based on the “revised” peak year of
2008 has no merit. As long as the ratio between 2003 and 2002 is calculated properly, the
costs for the ensuing years that are impacted by volumes are correctly increased (or
decreased) based on the relationship of the tonnage volumes each year. To the extent that
2008 volume is higher, the operating costs will be correspondingly higher.
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NS contends that first-year operating costs should be increased by $8.8

million to reflect first-year startup costs (primarily training costs). CP&L has determined,
however, that the Board erred in calculating training and recruitment by basing executive
recruitment costs on NS’s excessive G&A staffing levels even though the Board agreed
nearly entirely with CP&L with respect to P&SH staffing levels. See Decision at 61. The
Board’s calculations also improperly included recruiting expenses for P&SH staff
members who already would have been trained, thus contradicting the Board’s own
finding in the Decision. Id. at 67 (“Where training costs are included, it is unnecessary to
include recruiting costs as well.”). Correcting these additional errors, CP&L has
determined that the appropriate first-year cost increase should be $7,850,622, rather than
the $8,776,180 advocated by NS."

G. New Yard Earthwork Costs

Finally, NS explains that the Board improperly overstated the P&SH’s new
yard earthwork costs. See NS Petition at 5. While CP&L agrees that the Board has erred
in this respect, CP&L also notes that the Board overstated the earthwork costs associated
with all of the P&SH’s yards. Furthermore, NS’s proposed correction is inaccurate.
Specifically, NS attempts to resolve the Board’s error by using the same NS spreadsheet
that led to the Board’s initial problem. This spreadsheet uses the improper NS

methodology of calculating earthwork quantities that the Board rejected in the Decision.

' An explanation of these errors and the manner in which they should be corrected
is included in the electronic workpaper “Corrections to STB Training and
Recruitment.doc,” filed with this Reply.
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Id. at 79. In addition, NS’s proposed solution also fails to exclude NS’s costs associated

with yard drainage that the Board rejected in the Decision. Id. at 83.

The proper approach to correcting the Board’s yard earthwork cost error is
to insert the Board’s revised yard track feet'' into CP&L’s Rebuttal grading spreadsheet
“III-F_Grading Piedmont RR Rebuttal.123,” sheet “IIIF_9 Yards,” Column (C) and to
add a line for the new laeger Yard created by the return of some re-routed traffic to its
original routing.'> This correction results in yard grading costs of $3,065,490 indicating
that the Board overstated new yard grading costs by $68,254,595.

Including the impact of these corrections on mobilization, engineering, and
contingencies, the proper overall cost reduction regarding new yard earthwork costs
should be $82,431,075, rather than the $73.1 million figure calculated by NS."

II. PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION'

In addition to its allegations of technical error, NS’s January 20th filing also
secks reconsideration of a number of different elements of the Board’s Decision. See NS

Petition at 1. Under 49 C.F.R. § 1115.3(b), reconsideration is appropriate where: (1) the

"' See STB electronic workpaper “DCF Construction Total.xls,” sheet “Yards,”
column (J).

'> This has been done in the revised grading spreadsheet “III-F_Grading Piedmont
RR Rebuttal STB.123” included with this Reply. See sheets “IIIF_9 Yards” and “IIIF_15
EW Costs.” Applicable calculations are highlighted in yellow.

" CP&L’s $82.43 million figure includes: $68.25 million (base investment), $0.46
million (mobilization), $6.89 million (engineering), and $6.83 million (contingencies).

'* CP&L’s Reply to NS’s arguments in favor of reconsideration, which begins at
this point, complies with the page limitations set forth in 49 C.F.R. § 1115.3(d).
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prior action will be affected materially because of new evidence or changed

circumstances; and/or (2) the prior action involves material error. See Docket No. 42006,
Omaha Pub. Pwr. Dist. v. Union Pacific R.R. (STB served Nov. 15,2000), at 2. A
petition for reconsideration must state in detail the nature and reasons for the relief
requested and any new evidence introduced must be stated briefly, and not appear to be
cumulative, and an explanation must be given as to why that evidence was not previously

adduced. See F.D. No. 32645, Big Stone-Grant Indus. Devel. and Transp., LLC — Constr.

Exemption — Ortonville, MN and Big Stone City, SD (STB served Sept. 23, 1999); F.D.

No. 34040, Riverview Trenton R.R. — Pet. for Exemp. from 49 U.S.C. 10901 to Acquire

and Operate a Rail Line in Wayne County, MI (STB served Aug. 27, 2003), at 2.

A. Preface and Summary of Argument

NS’s Petition for Reconsideration is largely cumulative of arguments that
the Board considered and rejected in its Decision. For example, NS once again claims
that the Board should have adopted NS’s approach to determining P&SH base year traffic
levels, but offers no compelling new justification for that demand. Instead, NS seeks to
gain support for its flawed traffic evidence (see NS Petition at 6-7) by recasting its
unsuccessful effort to limit the P&SH’s traffic group to specific O/D pairs. As CP&L
explains infra, NS’s argument does not constitute a legitimate justification for a reversal
of the Board’s ruling.

NS also argues in its Petition that the Board was obligated to update the
traffic data on which it based its Decision, and that, even now, the Board remains

obligated to continue to update the calculations underlying its Decision on the basis of
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EIA forecasting data that has been made public since the date of the Decision. See NS

Petition at 1-2, 5, 8-10. As CP&L demonstrated in its Reply to the Petition to Correct
Technical Error, supra, however, the standard that NS advocates is inconsistent with
Board and Supreme Court precedent and would lead the Board into an unending cycle of
periodic updates to its rate case decisions.

NS’s Petition also re-urges adoption of NS’s overpriced and inappropriate
backhoe excavator, claiming that it is appropriate for the relevant territory and that the
equipment CP&L selected is something other than what CP&L has represented to the
Board. See NS Petition at 12-13. The Board has correctly rejected this argument not only

in the Decision, but also in Docket No. 42069, Duke Energy Corp. v. Norfolk Southern

Ry. (STB served Nov. 6, 2003), at 94 (“Duke v. NS”) and in Duke v. CSXT (at 79). NS
advances no basis for revisiting this issue.

B. The Board Correctly Rejected NS’s Attempt to Unduly
Restrict Traffic and Revenues Available to the P&SH

NS seeks reconsideration of two issues underlying the Board’s traffic and
revenue findings. See NS Petition at 5-10. First, NS suggests that the Board erred by not
restricting the P&SH traffic group in a manner that the Board correctly concluded was
inconsistent with the constantly shifting traffic patterns in the Central Appalachian
(“CAPP”) coal region served by the P&SH. Second, NS claims the Board should
substitute more recent EIA forecasts to estimate the P&SH traffic levels for 2003 and for
2004-2021. Specifically, NS argues that the Board should have relied on actual ETIA

production data for 2002 and 2003, and forecast data for 2004-2021 that was published
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after the data relied upon by the Board in its Decision. As demonstrated below, the

Board’s approach does not constitute error in either regard.

1. The Board’s 2002 Traffic Findings Are Not Erroneous

As recognized in Coal Rate Guidelines:

The ability to group traffic of different shippers is essential to
[the] theory of contestability. It allows the captive shipper to
identify arecas where production economies define an efficient
subsystem or alternative system whose traffic is divertible to a
hypothetical competitor.

Coal Rate Guidelines, Nationwide, 1 [.C.C.2d 520, 544 (1985). The Board has further

noted that a shipper presenting a stand-alone cost analysis “can select any subset of
available traffic to determine the least cost at which that subset of traffic could be served

independently of other traffic.” See Docket No. 41191, West Texas Utilities Co. v.

Burlington Northern R.R. (STB served May 3, 1996) at 16. Consistent with these

principles, CP&L did not, as NS correctly notes, select every shipper that moved traffic in
2001 over the NS lines replicated by P&SH. Instead, CP&L chose a traffic group
consisting of a subset of actual 2001 traffic movements. In its Decision, the Board relied
on CP&L’s tonnages for 2001, and projected volumes for 2002 by applying the rate of
change reported by the EIA for CAPP region tonnage from 2001 to 2002, to CP&L’s
2001 base tonnage. See Decision at 18."

NS takes issue with this finding and claims that the Board’s rejection of

NS’s 2002 tonnage was based on a finding that “NS did not include all of the coal that

'* As noted, supra, the only exceptions to this approach were the Board’s use of
internal NS forecasts to estimate tonnage levels for CP&L and Duke traffic.
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could have moved over the lines replicated by the P&SH.” See NS Petition at 6

(emphasis in original). However, this was not the basis for the Board’s rejection of NS’s
flawed forecasting approach. Rather, the Board rejected the NS approach based on its
recognition of the dynamics of the CAPP marketplace. As the Board explained: “An
O/D pair-specific approach to the traffic group is too restrictive in this situation” (see
Decision at 17):

The better approach is to view the traffic group selected by

CP&L here as meant to encompass all coal traffic served by

NS that moves over the lines replicated by the P&SH (as well

as the grain traffic identified) and to view the particular coal

traffic that moved over those lines in 2001 as representative

of the aggregate traffic that would be expected to move on the

P&SH in future years. Thus the fact that some traffic would

not continue to move from a specific mine to a specific

destination throughout the SAC analysis period does not mean

that other traffic would not move from the mines served by
the P&SH.

NS’s request for reconsideration of this consequential issue is simply a
rehash of NS’s failed attempt to get the Board to ignore the phenomenon of origin
shifting in the CAPP region. NS offers no new evidence or reasoning to support
reconsideration. Instead, it focuses on a fact that was never in dispute, i.e., that CP&L’s
group did not include all of the coal that could have moved, and mischaracterizes the
Board’s bases for rejecting NS’s attempt to ignore the marketplace reality that CAPP
traffic patterns are constantly shifting.

NS’s additional convoluted attempt to bootstrap acceptance of its under-

inclusion of traffic in the 2002 traffic base by arguing that its internal forecast of CAPP
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coal volumes was “overly optimistic” is equally lacking in merit. See NS Petition at 7.

Towards this end, NS notes that it applied an internal forecast that showed increasing
traffic volumes in the fourth quarter of 2002 to its reduced tonnage volumes for the first
three quarters. Id. NS further notes that, by contrast, the EIA data showed a decline in
the fourth quarter and that, accordingly, the overstated fourth quarter forecast “offsets”
any understatement that results from NS’s exclusion of traffic resulting from origin
shifting. Id.

The EIA data that NS cites adds nothing to NS’s argument. The forecast
applied by the Board uses the 2002 forecast data for the entire year, not the fourth quarter
alone, and applies the percent of change in that data to the 2001 traffic volumes. Thus,
NS mixes apples and oranges in trying to justify its specific O/D pair approach through
reference to actual fourth quarter data. NS’s claims do not warrant reconsideration of the
Board’s conclusions relating to the appropriate 2002 traffic volumes to be used in the
SAC Analysis.

2. The Board’s Use of the EIA AEO 2003 Forecast to
Project Volumes for 2003 and 2004-21 is Entirely Appropriate

Furthermore, the Board’s reliance on the EIA AEO 2003 forecast clearly
does not constitute error. NS Petition at 8-10. In support of its claimed error, NS states
that “it is indefensible and contrary to Board precedent to rely upon forecasts when actual
production data for the same period are available (and demonstrate that the forecasts are
inaccurate).” Id. at 9 (referring to 2003 data) (emphasis in original). On the contrary, as
noted above, there is ample precedent recognizing that in complex and lengthy agency

proceedings it is fundamentally necessary and appropriate for an agency to cut off the
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record at some point in order to avoid a never-ending need to reconsider or reopen and

update its decisions. See Bowman Transp., Inc., 419 U.S. at 294, 296; ICC v. Jersey

City, 322 U.S. at 514; Illinois Comm. Comm’n, 292 U.S. at 480 (holding that the ICC did
not abuse its discretion in refusing a request for a new study as a basis for rate-making

despite, inter alia, an alleged “falling off in volume of traffic”); Nance, 645 F.2d at 717.

Even if the Board were to agree with NS that it erred in not using EIA final
2002 actual production data and January through December 2003 actual production data
that only recently became available,'® NS has incorrectly applied that data. Specifically,

NS calculated volumes as follows:

' While claiming the Board should use the EIA AEO 2004 forecast, NS actually
used EIA’s AEO 2003 forecast to project tonnages for 2004 through 2021.
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TABLE 1
Application of EIA Forecast of
Central Appalachian Coal Production

Item 2001 2002 2003 2005 2006
ey @ 3 @ ©® Q)

. ETA AEO 2003 Forecast 266.95 25235 252.96 252.61  258.26

. Percent Change Line 1 as
Used In CPL Decision

. EIA Production Data Released Since
CPL Evidence and used in NS Petition

. Percent Change Line 3

. EIA Production Data for January -
Dec. 20, 2002 and 2003 used in NS Petition

. Percent Change Line 5

. NS Procedures That They Claim
are EIA Procedures XXX XXX XXX

. Percent Change Line 7 applied to 2001-03 -0.4% 3/ 03% 3/ 22% 3
Percent Change Line 2 for 2004 and beyond
applied to Line 7 NS 2003 tons

. Correct EIA Procedure using Line 3 and
Line 5 for 2002 and 2003 and Line 1 for 2/ 251.93 4/ 252.61 4 25826 4
2004-6

. % Change from Correct EIA Procedure 10.2% 0.3% 2.2%
(Line 9) to be applied to P&SH tonnages

1/ From Line 3.

2/ Column (3) x ( 1.0 + Line 6, Column (4)).

3/ NS does not recalculate the productions to reflect the revised data for 2002 and 2003
changes.

4/ Change from prior year and result shown on line 10.

As the foregoing Table demonstrates, NS has taken actual production data
for 2002 and 2003 that was not available at the time EIA’s AEO 2003 forecast was

prepared and calculated the percent change from the 2001 base year. NS then, however

)
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ignores the AEO 2003 forecasts of Central Appalachian coal volumes for 2004 and

subsequent years, and adjusts volume levels by applying the percent changes found in that
forecast to its reduced tonnage levels for 2002 and 2003. NS does not provide any
justification for this procedure, and there is none.

The Board has recently rejected similar efforts to modify forecasts with
information that was not available at the time the forecast was originally prepared. In
Duke v. CSXT (id. at 45-46), the Board noted that it was improper to apply forecasts
prepared with one base year, to data from a different base year. Id. at 45.

A similar conclusion is warranted with respect to the manner in which the
parties differ in their application of the AEO 2003 forecast. NS’s approach is similar to
CSXT’s approach in Docket No. 42070. NS relies upon 2002 and 2003 actual production
data that was below the original forecast for these periods. NS then applies the percent
change for each year subsequent to 2003 derived from the 2004 to 2021 tonnage figures
in the AEO 2003 forecast. In doing so, however, NS applies the percent change to the
reduced tonnage levels for 2003, rather than reverting to the tonnage levels used by EIA
for the 2004-2021 period in its 2003 forecast.

3. The Board Should Not Apply EIA’s AEO 2004 Forecast

NS’s suggestion that the Board should apply the AEO 2004 forecast is
without merit. As noted above, there is ample precedent confirming that the Board need

not continually update the record as new forecasts become available after the close of the
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record. Most recently, in Duke v. CSXT (id. at 47), the Board found that the AEO 2004

forecast was “released too late” to be relied upon in that decision.!” It was not error for
the Board to apply the AEO 2003 forecast, which was available with ample time to be
considered and utilized in preparing its Decision.

C. Retrofitting NS Locomotives for Operations on the P&SH Lines

NS contends that the Board should have included $26.1 million in costs for
retrofitting NS’s locomotives to operate in a DP configuration while on the P&SH’s lines.
See NS Petition at 10-11."® In support of this argument, NS creates a straw man argument
that the Board supposedly premised its refusal to award the $26.1 million cost on a
finding that NS’s locomotives “would never run-through on the P&SH’s lines.” Id. at 10.
The Decision, however, neither states nor relies upon a finding that NS locomotives
would never run-through on the P&SH’s lines.

Instead, the Board’s Decision reflects the acceptance of CP&L’s
explanation that trains consisting entirely of NS locomotives would operate in a “non-
DP” configuration while on the P&SH’s lines. See CP&L Reb. at I1I-C-18 (“[I]f the

Piedmont RR receives a train from NS at West Roanoke or Vabrook that has DC power

"7 Likewise, in Duke v. NS Corrected, the Board corrected its earlier traffic
analysis to be consistent with the Board’s traffic findings here. In so doing, the Board
applied EIA AEO 2003 even though EIA AEO 2004 was available. Id. at 4-5.

"* NS argued in its evidence that the P&SH should be required to retrofit 307 NS
locomotives (i.e., 307 out of the 504 NS locomotives that operated 200 miles or more in
CP&L service during 2001). See NS Reply at III-D-4. The Board found that the P&SH
itself would require a total of 133 road locomotives. See Decision at 56.
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on it, the Piedmont RR will usually keep the same power on the train and operate it to a

mine where a DP configuration is not required and return [it] to West Roanoke (or

another interchange point) for delivery to NS.”) (footnote omitted; emphasis added); see
also CP&L Reb. at ITII-C-53 n.55 (“As noted earlier, some trains will be delivered with
locomotives that are all NS-supplied, DC locomotives (e.g., the overhead grain trains).

The locomotives on these trains will not operate in a DP mode.”) (emphasis added).

Based upon this flexibility, the Board found that NS’s proposed $26.1
million retrofitting expense would be unnecessary:

.. . [A]s CP&L points out, NS’s proposed operating
plan for the P&SH assumed that residual NS locomotives
would not operate in DP service and it allowed time for
exchanging P&SH and residual NS locomotives. Because
NS’s operating plan for the P&SH is used here, there would
be no need to equip residual NS locomotives to operate in DP
service. Therefore, this [$26.1 million] expense is excluded.

Id. at 57-58 (emphasis added). As such, the Board’s decision that NS’s $26.1 million
retrofitting cost should not be imposed upon the P&SH does not constitute material error
and should not be altered.

D. CP&L’s Earthmoving Equipment Selections
Were Properly Accepted by the Board

NS’s Petition suggests that CP&L did not meet its burden of proof to
demonstrate that its 3 Cubic Yard (“CY™) shovel for common earth grading was feasible
and realistic or that the hydraulic backhoe excavator selected by NS was not feasible and

realistic. See NS Petition at 12. As to both points, the Board has already determined that
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CP&L did in fact meet its burden of proof. See Decision at 81. NS’s Petition does not

merit reconsideration on that basis. However, NS’s Petition does present a number of
new arguments on this point, which CP&L will address in turn.

As a preliminary matter, CP&L notes that NS’s calculation of $238 million
in additional earthwork costs includes $181.3 million (including additives) in solid rock
excavation. In calculating this figure, NS substituted its Reply cost of $11.65 per CY (to
excavate and load boulders <0.5 CY using a front end loader) for the cost accepted by the
Board of $1.40 per CY (to excavate and load blasted rock using a 3 CY power shovel).
See NS Petition electronic workpaper directory “Shovel Solid Rock,” file “Copy of III F 2
Grading.xls,” sheet “IIIF Unit Cost,” cell “E42.”"" NS’s inclusion of these costs is
improper because (a) the Board accepted CP&L’s solid rock costs, which included
moving blasted rock not boulders (see Decision at 82) and (b) NS has raised no new
arguments justifying its boulder-loading approach. In fact, NS says nothing about the
issue at all. Rather, NS appears to have reinstated its unit cost solely on the basis of its
erroneous contention that CP&L’s power shovel is not in fact a shovel.

1. 3 CY Shovel

Contrary to NS’s statements, CP&L did not concede on Rebuttal that its

Opening equipment selections were improper. NS Petition at 12. Rather, CP&L merely

" The additives are derived by updating the other spreadsheets in the same
directory.
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demonstrated that different, larger equipment could do much of the same work for similar

costs. See CP&L Reb. at I1I-F-36 to 38. Indeed, the Board properly recognized the
similarities in cost and equipment by accepting CP&L’s 3 CY power shovel as the
appropriate equipment for common earthwork west of Roanoke. As demonstrated below,
the Board’s Decision on this issue is well supported.?

NS states in its Petition, as it did at oral argument, that CP&L’s power
shovel is not a shovel at all, but rather a crane with a clamshell bucket attachment. See
NS Petition at 14 and NS’s Oral Argument Slide (attached hereto as Exhibit 1). NS’s
position is totally unfounded, and demonstrably incorrect.

In particular, NS claims that CP&L’s unit cost from the Means Handbook
(02315-400-3900, Shovel 3 CY capacity) does not actually provide for a shovel at all.
See Exhibit 2. Ignoring the specific designation of the equipment in Means, NS suggests
(at 14-15) that the Board look at the crew costs (crew B-12T) associated with the shovel
line item, which references a 75-ton crawler crane and front-end attachment as the two
pieces of equipment that theoretically make up part of the cost for a 3 CY shovel. See
Exhibit 3. Based on the crew cost description, NS then groundlessly asserts that the 3 CY
shovel is really a huge lattice boom crane with a clamshell bucket (i.e., a dragline) that in

no way resembles a shovel. NS Petition at 15.

** The Board has again approved the use of the 3 CY Shovel in Duke v. CSXT (id.
at 79). Notably, CSXT raised the same arguments at oral argument and in subsequent
letters that NS raises here, which were rejected by the Board.
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NS has misconstrued the cost computations in the Means handbook. The

equipment type listed, 02315-400-3900, Shovel 3 CY capacity, is the controlling factor in
determining what equipment is intended. In other words, when CP&L selected a power
shovel, it meant a shovel. Means often uses one equipment rental reference cost (e.g., 75-
ton crawler) to apply to multiple equipment designations (e.g., shovel, dragline).
To demonstrate this point, CP&L notes that there are several other smaller
shovels listed under the same heading as the 3CY shovel.
02315-400-3700 % CY Shovel
02315-400-3800 1 CY Shovel
02315-400-3850 1% CY Shovel
See Exhibit 4. A review of the Means crew cost details indicates that they look much like
the costs for CP&L’s 3 CY Shovel, except that the other shovel entries list a power shovel
and front end attachment instead of a crawler crane and front end attachment. See
Exhibit 5. For example, the crew cost particulars for the 1 ¥4 CY shovel are as follows:
Crew B-120 1 Equip. Oper. (crane)[*'] $32.35
1 Equip. Oper. Oiler 26.65
1 Power Shovel, 1.5CY  809.20
1 F.E. Attachment, 1.5 CY 110.00
Based on NS’s approach, a 1.5 CY power shovel should be listed in the straight

equipment rental section (section 1590) of Means — this is the section that NS references

for the “lattice boom” designation — but there are no listings for power shovels in that

*' The designation of the equipment operator as “crane” is the same designation
and cost assigned to the backhoe selected by NS (crew B-12D). See Exhibit 6.
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section. See Exhibit 7 (a complete listing of section 1590). Instead, Means refers readers

looking for shovel rental costs to the cranes section of the equipment rental listing. See
section 01590-200-3850 referring to cranes (01590-600) (attached hereto as Exhibit 8).

When the cranes section is examined, all of the power shovel rental costs
listed in the crew costs described supra are found under this crane designation, including
the crawler crane cost used for the 3 CY shovel selected by CP&L. For example, the
$809.20 figure for the 1.5 CY power shovel listed above is exactly the same as the cost
fora 1 /2 CY crawler mounted, lattice boom crane (01590-600-900) — confirming that
Means uses such cost equivalents. See Exhibit 9. In other words, by NS’s reckoning all
of the shovels would actually be cranes — a result that is both absurd and contrary to
Means’ clear description of the equipment, in the first instance, as shovels.

Moreover, there is no doubt about what Means considers to be a shovel. As
the Board is aware, Means publishes a companion book to the Heavy Construction Cost
Data Book, the Heavy Construction Handbook. In that book, it describes the various
types of equipment, including shovels. As demonstrated by the pages attached hereto as
Exhibit 10, a power shovel is defined by Means as exactly what CP&L intended to use,

and not a lattice crane with a clamshell bucket as NS depicted.?

** The Heavy Construction Handbook explains that “Most shovels have the same
engine, cab, and undercarriages as a similarly-rated crane or backhoe. Thus, the front
arms and bucket can be removed, and a crane boom or backhoe front-mounted in its
place.” See Exhibit 10 at 240-41.
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NS also ignores the front end attachment included in the 3 CY shovel crew

cost. See Exhibit 3. This attachment is a 3 CY bucket that attaches to both shovels and
backhoes. See Exhibit 11. In other words, it can be used face-up or face-down. It
cannot, however, be used as an attachment to a crane equipped with a cable, which is
probably why NS’s oral argument slide (Exhibit 1) shows a clamshell bucket.

Finally, NS never disputes that a 3 CY shovel is appropriate. Rather NS
rests its arguments entirely on its flawed premise that the shovel designated by CP&L’s
engineering experts is not a shovel.

2. NS’s Backhoe Excavator

NS also suggests that the Board should revisit its acceptance of CP&L’s
equipment selections because CP&L failed to meet its burden of proof by demonstrating
that NS’s proposed 3 CY hydraulic backhoe excavator was infeasible and unrealistic. See
NS Petition at 13.

It is clear that NS’s equipment is unrealistic.”> As CP&L stated in its
Rebuttal (id. at ITI-F-42), and as the Board recognized in its Decision, the primary use for

a backhoe excavator is digging below grade. Therefore, it would be “relatively inefficient

¥ NS’s Petition attempts to characterize “infeasible” as “impossible,” rather than
“impracticable,” and it further suggests that CP&L’s agreement that using a backhoe was
possible was tantamount to agreeing it was feasible. While CP&L does not deny that is
possible to use a backhoe excavator to do the work for the P&SH, it is not practical,
realistic or economical for a project such as this.
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for other types of excavation,” including the excavation required here. See Decision at
81; see also Duke v. CSXT at 79.

The Board’s view is overwhelmingly supported by third-party sources. For
example, the Means Heavy Construction Handbook states that a backhoe “is used to cut
trenches for pipe or other longitudinal structures, to dig foundations, or to do other
digging that permits pulling the bucket close to the chassis.” See Exhibit 12. The
Handbook even notes that a “backhoe can reach high enough to dump the bucket into

many types of hauling machines (though not as efficiently as shovels/loaders)” — the very

point the Board and CP&L have already made. Id. (emphasis added).

E. The Board Properly Rejected NS’s Additional Hauling Costs

NS’s Petition raises no new arguments to support its unnecessary additive
for hauling costs. As explained in CP&L’s Rebuttal, NS’s evidence on this point was
inadequate because (i) NS did not provide any documentation from the Means Handbook,
or any other evidence, supporting the use of this additive; (ii) as part of the construction
of the P&SH, CP&L’s excavating equipment will establish a fairly level roadbed that
would be used as a haul road; and (iii) the Means Handbook lists three production factors
that address hauling: (a) length of haul; (b) condition of haul road, and (c) accessibility of
site, none of which were problematic in this case. See CP&L Reb. at I[[-F-42. In fact,

CP&L showed that: (a) the hauls will be short, (b) the condition of the haul road will be
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good as it will be mostly prepared roadbed, and (c) the accessibility to the site will be

good as it will follow along from railheads. Id. at I1I-F-43.

NS’s Petition does not even consider any of the Means criteria. As for
CP&L’s Rebuttal points, NS merely suggests that the trucks will sometimes move
excavated materials to an area that might require a fill, or that initially the roadbed may
not be level. See NS Petition at 17. This hardly justifies the additive because the trucks
are following behind the earthmoving equipment that is establishing the basic grade of the
roadbed, and when a fill is required, the trucks would typically back up to the bank and
dump the material. There is, therefore, no need for the trucks to regularly traverse “steep
hills and valleys” as NS suggests. Id. Moreover, NS could have made any of these points
in its Reply testimony, but it failed to do so.

Finally, NS’s suggestion that the Board might have thought NS intended to
apply the additive across the entire P&SH rather than just west of Roanoke is irrelevant
because there is no need to apply the additive at all. Id. In addition, NS’s electronic
workpapers did not include the additive east of Roanoke and the Decision notes the
geographic limitation. See Decision at 81. NS’s hauling additive should be rejected. See

Duke v. CSXT at 79.
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F. The Board Properly Accepted CP&L’s
Evidence on Clearing and Grubbing

NS’s Petition seeks an additional $33.7 million for clearing and grubbing of
trees greater than 12" in diameter. NS Petition at 18. NS’s request is unfounded and
contrary to the evidence presented, and does not meet the standards for reconsideration.
Therefore, the Board should affirm its Decision on this issue. See Duke v. CSXT at 76.

As the Board is aware, CP&L is the only party to submit any actual
evidence with respect to the size of the trees in the P&SH territory. That evidence
demonstrated that more than 70 percent of the trees on the right-of-way are 12" or smaller
in diameter. Consequently, CP&L used the costs for clearing and grubbing of 12" trees as
a reasonable average because, while some trees were larger than 12", others were smaller.
Notwithstanding that evidence, NS now asks the Board to cost 30 percent of the total
clearing and grubbing quantities using the costs for 24" diameter trees because some trees
were larger than 12". Id. NS’s request is improper for at least two reasons.

First, NS completely ignores the fact that many trees were smaller than 12".
Second, NS does not even mention the substantial evidence submitted by CP&L
demonstrating that trees even 10" and greater are highly sought after by lumber
companies — so much so, that several different lumber companies said they would clear

the trees at no cost to the landowner. See CP&L Reb. at ITI-F-25.

CP&L submits that, in fact, it overpaid for clearing 30 percent of the

railroad because it included the 12" diameter clearing and grubbing cost when it could
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have had the larger trees cleared for free. CP&L’s treatment was clearly conservative. In
any event, NS has failed to present any reason for the Board to reconsider this issue.

G. No Additional Yard Earthwork is Required

NS’s Petition suggests, just as NS did in its Reply, that the one-foot fill rule
is reasonable to allocate grading quantities between the mainline and yards, but somehow
fails if the yard is located where no yard currently exists on NS’s system. NS Petition at
19. The Board correctly decided the yard quantity issue for the Kenova and Vabrook
yards (see Decision at 79), and NS has not presented any arguments that justify
reconsideration.

CP&L’s Rebuttal demonstrated that NS’s position is flawed. Indeed, NS
has not even suggested that CP&L’s Rebuttal evidence on this point is incorrect.

On Rebuttal, CP&L pointed out a number of problems with NS’s approach,
including the fact that NS itself constructed only 18% of the yard tracks that originally
existed. See CP&L Reb. at ITI-F-28 to 33 and electronic workpaper file “Piedmont RR
Yard Track Comparison Rebuttal.xls.” Consequently, adding additional costs would

represent a double count as the Board recognized in Docket No. 42051, Wisconsin Power

& Light Co. v. Union Pacific R.R. (STB served Sept. 13, 2001), at 81. The Board should

not change its ruling on this issue.
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CONCLUSION

Except as otherwise specifically noted above, the Board should deny NS’s

requests for the correction of technical error, and should deny in their entirety NS’s

requests for reconsideration of the Decision.
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1 Gradal, 3Ton, 5CY. %40 sl %03 %8 1 W, Excanatr, 25 €Y. 110000 1BR0|l 1065 1688
16 LI Daly W 284 OB || Sha W2l 16 LA, Oaly Totaks B T0IM || SR Sl
[
Crew B-12K . Dady He Daiy f| Cosx  OtP Grew 8127 . Daly I, Oaby || Cos 08P
1 Equi. Oper. frarel $235 2880 | S8 M| ses0  smss 1 Eow. Opes. boraned 2B 5880 | BN s;a] ww W
1 £, Over. Okes w6 WwW| @5 1 1 Equs. Oper. Oler ®S M| 05 0 RO
1 Gradat, 3 Ton, 1 CX. %860 sl un  69n 1 Cravlr Crane, 15 T 1103.00 1211
16 L, aly Totas $14060 SEES || B S0 | FE Atachent, 3C1. 19320 msfl s &l
Bae  Wnd
Cwgia He. valy . oy || cos  ot2 S hd
1 Equl. Qe ferane) S23 2880 | ua®  SHLA|| S50 M8 Crow 812V e Daly e Daly || Cots O
1 Eqis. Gper. Oler ®6  wmx | a5 2w 1 Eau. Oper. foraned SR SKLM | MW SPLAJ BN W
1 Power Shoel, SCY. AL 295 1 Equp. Oper. Gher ®5 aw | €05 wmwe
1 FE. Machment, 50X B Qn|| an 20 1 Craves Crane, 75 T 110300 12133
16 LH, Daly Totas E7E] SI0MAS || Blal %868 1 Dragive ket 3CY. 6490 nufl 79 83
rrea—— 16 LA, Daly ks $169M ST || 102 S12487
Crow 3120 W Dally He Oady || Coss o Bare .
1 Eqs. Opes. lrane) $3235 5840 | W80 SHIA| BN s Crew B-13 W . Oay He Oy J| Comn w
1 Eqvi. Cper. Ol %68 0| €5 mw | Labor Foreman toxaside) $545  $M60 | S0 SHGM|| SX46 NS
| Power Showd, 15 CY. 0210 520 s B4 75040 | 650 116800
1 FE. Atachwment, 75C1. PeT) anfl ®2 us 1 fqup. Oper. foranet 23 B880 | BN WA
16 LH, Gady Totas S1017.90 Sunnw|l 36 Sl 1 Eqsp. Oper. Oler %55 ma | 05 0K
rengmmrary 1 Hed Crare, 55 Tm T80 wall nw ux
Crow 8120 . vy | W ady || Costs 0P 56 LI Daly Totals $2150.30 S0%X §| S84 $8349
1 Eqei. Oper (crare $235 2880 | sen  smf %0  suss [
| Eaw. Opex. Oler %65 WA | w5 00 Cree 8134 L3 Oaly . Dady || Costs o
1 Pover Showel, £ CX. 4080 0490 | Forenan S545 C SN360 | SM60  Sa6R[| SKB o
1 FE. Atoctwent, 1 C.Y. %020 sl 419 a5t 2aborers 246 W | w0 M0
T6 U, Oy Yolds $156100 S| sl Wm 2 Equioment Operztc 0 @] ais e
Py 2 Trock Devers (e K0 @00 | B0 5060
Crow 120 e Saly ,t vay || com 0w 1 Crare, 75 Yoo 10300 121330
1 Easp.Oper, (rae! 0B S | BN SIM|| 9% M FE g, 375CL na 10680
¥ 20uemg Teucks, 12 Ton 106,40 mejl os U
| Equi. Oper. Oler %6 MmN | 05 1W ]
 Pover S0, L5 CY. P 20010 SHLH, Oaly Yoids WIH50 B IR
1 FE. Atachmest, 1.5 CY. 11000 el 45 62 Bes b
16 LK, Daly Wotds HETF] UM BB 008 O 818 L Daly ud Oady if Costs O
rY——y 1 Labor Foreman futside} 545 SABE0 | S SHGROY| SZA6  SHB
e 812 e vy " oy || Com o A Laberers 245 1040 | %S0 LGB :
1 £, Ope. fnel 3 sl | AW SHIA| e su® ! . Cper. frnef REL XK | 60 W2
} Eni. el %6 am | ©n  wmo 1 Equ. Oper. Oler %6 WwW| €5 ;w
1 Coander rane, 40 Ton 0920 010 1 tyd. Crace, 55 Ton 97240 lo@ﬂ 11.% 19.10
1 Dragine Bucket, 15C.Y. 280 usll s sie LK, Daty ks L SR6Ies || ok S8
6L Dby s - U080 SIENK || Ws SI0A B el
— Crew B-13C i Daly . oaly || cos  otp
Crow 8129 ™ Dady He. Daly Casts 08P 1 Labor Forerman (outside} 925.45 $203160 | $1960 31680 || $%5.46 N5
1 £, Oper lravel RB SeM | e SHL|| s9%0 s A Ly BG40 R0 180
1 Equ. Oper. Oler X6 A | 5w | b, Oper. fcane 1% W | 4% BK
eyt Rl i PR N [ W O -
16 L., Daly Totals 5865.20 S]] S48 Shet : - - : -
56 LA, Oaky ol SN SIIN|| 016 664
Be  d Pm——
4 Hr.
Ty . TRy o LT S O S N
. E:: o, Ot %6 i | s ;Zz‘m - - 1 Labor Foreman foutsdel $%45  SN360 | S0 SH6A || S:B s
1 e Excavtor, 1 5C.. 5.0 B wuw w0 : t:'gw - f;;; g’:g ﬁ;‘s’ ‘gz
16 L. Daly Totats ST Q@I 5% 1% 1 Sackhoe Loader, 4B HF. 11850 19645 (] 372 w0
LR Oaly Tods SN SR || SB% 4253

399
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NOLLNYLISNOD ILIS H

. | DALY |LABOR- 2002 BARE COSTS Tom.
02315 i Excavation and Fill p— vours| wwr | e | o | om | mewr |

400{ 1050 1-1/2 CY. cap. = 65 C.Y /. ol 1812 ] s [ oar [ cx 91 161 252 314 400
1100 3CY cap. = 112 CY AW, 400 11piv| 90 | 018 52 K] 182 22
1200]  Front end loacer, track na., 11/2 C.Y. cap. = 70 C.Y . @ BION] 560 | 021 Bl a7 108 145
1250 21/2 CY. cap. =95 CY./hr. 4% |lsico]| 760 | 016 45 56 i1 141
1300 3CY. cap. = 130 CY/. BI0P | 1,040 | 012 3 3 ) 15
1350 §C.Y cap. = 160 CY . 8100} 1,280 | 009 21 76 103 1.5
1500 Wheel moted, 378 C.Y. cap. = 45 C.YAY. BICR | 360 | 033 3 ) 15 Zi0
1550 11/2CY. cap. = 80 CYM B10S| 640 | 019 “54 43 97 130
1600 21/4CY. cap. = 100 C.Y e, BI0T| &0 | 015 3 % 30 116
1601 3CY. cap. = 140 C.YAr. » |ulzof on 3 gt} 64 8
1656 5CY. cap. = 185 C.Y AL B100 | 1480 ] 008 3 53 K3 Y
1800{  Hydrauic excavator, truck mid, 1/2 €Y. = 30 C¥/w. g2t ] 240 | 067 197 307 5.04 635
i inct - 3] il 72 453
300  Shavel, 1/2 C.Y. capacity = 55 C.YAv. BIZL| 440 | 0% 107 80 187 2!
3750 374 CY. capadly = 85 CYAY. BiM| 680 | 024 ) E) 149 13
300 1 C.Y. capacity = 120 CY.r. BAN| 960 | 017 e 72 121 153
3850 117 CY_ capacily = 160 C.1/iv. 18120 | 17801 013 37 72 108 13
3900 3CY. cap. = 250 C.Y Av. B127 ] 2000 | 008 24 x
4006]  For soit sofl or sand, deduct 5% 15%
4100]  For heavy sof or stff clay, add 60% 0%
4200 For wet excavation with clamshell or dragine, add T00% 100%
4250 Al other equioment, add 50% 50%
4400] Clamshefl in sheeting or cofferdam, minimum BI2H| 160 | 100 7% FEZ) 73 (XY
4450 Maximum e | 267) 4 785 17 1955 %
8000]  For hefag excavated materid, see dv. 02320-200 ‘

410] O0TO | EXCAVATING, BULK, DOZER Open ste s 10
2000 75 H.P., 50" haul, sard & gravel 406 I1slo0| 460 | 026 | CY. 75 8 1.38 188
2020 Common earth 430 | .03 86 73 159 211
2040 Clay 250 | 048 137 147 254 337
70 150" hadl, sand & gravel 230 | 052 149 127 276 36
220 Coovmon eath 200 | 050 172 146 318 422
7240 Clay 5 | 0% 275 23 508 6.75
2400 300 ha, sand & gravel 129 { 100 286 243 523 105
2320 Comemon earth 105 | 120 43 251 5.34 835
2440 Clay v | 65 | .18 530 448 978 13
3000 105 HP, 50 had, sand & gravel Si0W| 700 | o7 ) 62 111 143
3020 Common earth 510 | 020 56 a1 127 1.64
3040 Clay 385 | 031 9 112 201 260
200 150" hav, sand & gravel 310 | 033 L1 140 51 323
320 Cormimon earth 770 | 04 127 150 287 370
3240 Clay w0 | on 202 254 456 5%
3300 300" hadl, sand & gravel 40 | 086 245 309 554 715
320 Comimon earih 120 | 100 286 361 647 83
3340 Clay v (001 343 [¥3) 776 It
4009 200 HP, 50 haud, saod & gravel Bi03 | 14007 009 % 53 34 10
7] Common earth 1,230 | 810 % 67 %5 i
4040 Clay 70 | 016 a5 107 152 136
20 150" hau, sand & gravel 55 | 020 5 138 1% 240
2 Common earth 516 | 023 67 160 227 277
) Clay 5 | 037 106 253 359 )
40 300" had, sand & gravel 310 | 039 L1 266 377 451
4420 Common earth 270 | 034 1.27 365 432 5
4440 Clay v | 1| on 202 484 586 345
5006 300 HP, 507 haud, sand & gravel 10k 1,900 | 006 18 54 72 38
0% Coramon exrth N EREEIE 2 83 1 101

54
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Incl. Cost
Crew No. Bare Cosis Suhs O &P Per Labor-Hour Crew No. Bare Costs Subs O &P Per Labor-Hour
Bare Incl Bare fnel.
Cren 8424 4. Daiy He Daly || Cots 0% Crow B125 W Daly t, Doty || Costs 0
1 Eqp. Opec. oraoed 335 588 | M8 S| 205 5458 1 atip. Oper. lcane) s2B  S6E) | M8W  Smi|| mam s
1 €. Oper. Oler %65 W | 05 10 1 Eqip. Opes, Oler %6 3 | 05 mp
| Graddh, 3 Tn, 5L, %640 pecsll 6B w08 1 Myt Excavator, 25 C, 10000 wooell 065 6
16 L. Daky Tos SR SGAG || SB5:  SBal TELH, Dady Tolds I A || SI5k 56k
Bare . Bare fncl,
Crew 312K . Daily Hr Daly || cos 0w Crem 8121 . bty | M Daly || Csts 08P
1 Eavb. Oper. lraned @B SBIM | W90 QUM s R 1 . Opex.ferane) A IR
1 . Oper. et ®&5 W | 05 1m0 1 Ecuip. Oper. Oler %65 A | 0B I0KW
Voo, 350, 1 G, 8360 w5 || 4w sam 1 Crater Crane, 75 Ton 110300 2%
¥ 7 A | I DI L FE. Atactrnent, 3 C.X. 19320 nsoll ms snp
e bl 15 L, Daly Totds ST76R2 SN0 || S0l 138
Crow B12L Hr bty | K Day || Coss  ozp Bae  hd
1 Equip. Cper. lerae) $235  S25880 | H8X NN MW S48 Crew 812V t, Daly tr. Day || Cets  OW
1 £ Oper. Ofer %65 3N | NB 0 1 i, Oper fratel s23 sx88) | 8% sl sms SR
1 Power Shovel, 5C.Y. LTS 2% 1 Equip. Oper. Oler %65 230 | 425 2w
1 FE e, 5. B30 on|l a8 wp 1 Crawer Crare, 75 Ton 110300 1233
TELIL, Dady foids 5 085 || Ll e 1 ragine Aucket, 3, 6480 nafl 22 &x
Py 16 LI, Daky Totds 316308 SITE || S8 SoAE
Crow B-120 He. Daily . Daty || Cots o Bae el
1 fguip. Oper. (crame) 3235 SERE | W8I LNL| 9% Crew 813 He Oafly e Doy |} Coss 0%
1 S, Oper, Oler B85 23W | 05 ww 1 Labor Foremen octside) 545 SH3E0 | $960 A || S84 BB
1 Povr Shoved, TS CY 50210 592.30 4 aberers %45 7040 | %30 160
1EE. tachenent, 75 CY, an sl up  us 1 S, Opax. ferane) PE EH | 8N BN
16 LH, Daly Totls $1017.90 Sl ez SRl 1 £quip. Oper. Oler 2665 110 | 45 2200
— 1 #yd. Crane, 25 Ton 72430 R R L
Crew B-1N Hr. Daily e, Daly || Costs hTe] 5 LH,, Daly Totds SH5080 $5%.30 ) 53840 $5348
1 g, Cper. forane] SR 9N | W8 SHI| S8 458 Bre el
1 Equip. Oper. Cler %65 220 | 4025 kel Crew 8134 He. Daty Hr. Dalty || Costs o
1 Poser Sawe, 1 CY. G080 70490 1 Foreman 2545 SN380 | SPE  SilsBD || SN S04
1£E. Altachrment, 1 C.Y. 52 sall sy ast 2 abarers 345 EH | OBR WX
TG 2L, Oaly s 6 SUnD || e S2m 2 Equipment Operdler 520 @0 | 415 el
— 2 Toock Deivers Feayl 2K 00 | VYRR
Cren 120 . ey e valy || Cows o 1 Crave, 75 Ton 10330 2133
- - - e 1E. er, 375G, 912 106330
1 Eip. Cper erae) s sse80 | W swn| Smm sus ; ol s
% et > > 2 0ump Tk, 12 Ton 7640 mBl| 8s R
1 Eqid. Coer, Oler ®5 0 wH | 05w o Wi
\ Pore Shov, 1501 X920 5010 ' 55 LI Daly Tos S50 EIO6 || e Bk
LFE Aochmet, 15CY. - 11000 el 76 s . bae  lndl
16 LA, Daky Tobds 1920 STAX || % SiB Crew 8138 . Daly Hr. Day }| Cotts O
— 1 Lobor Fosemen foutsill 545 SIS0 | S1B0  Sueml] wsas s
Crew 8120 e Daly . vy || cos o 4 Laborers nHE - O] BN UBW
g 3 2
1. Oer (el SU% RK | SBA S|SB suas :E""O"“&”‘” :é‘g ﬁx ﬁi gﬁ;
1 . Oper, Dker ¥ WM 0B a0 . Opet. o~ - ot e
{ Comer om0 ¥ oot 010 1 Hyd. Crare, 55 Ton 7240 wsEesl| 1% B
1 Draghe Bk, 153 C, 60 psfl s se 36 L, Daly Tous S840 R
1€ LI, Daly T 33108 S5 || 8193 Sl6eA Bae  lndl
~ — Crew B-13C He by | e Daiy || cots  oap
are nci.
Cren 8120 " valy e oaly || o 0o 1 Labor Foreman loctscel A5 60 | S9E)  Ble || B 595
PN 2 7 5.5 3.0
oy m— B s | W% || S@m s dlaborers BH ) Bm o naw
Y Eaip. Cper, Ok %65 0] 0B 20 1 . Gper. e R¥ZE )RR BN
1440, Scator, SBC 020 msll xs 2w ! é:"\i%“ﬁfm - %85 égg 0z ljff‘fg wo oo
":‘U‘L,D RT¥s T i _ . _ 5213 G iii
o Ty Tk R0 SR | 5o S7LGI S5 L Oaly s LT TEn|| B Wa
Bare Incl. B oL
Cres B4 : i 3 ;
o, Gy Gt wss  oam | s mell 1 Labor Forean outsids) 52545 SOR0 SHGSL|| SM s
1B frcaim, L5CY 7055 mRi| Um 84 § 'E‘b?‘e" ” jf;} Bit ns
16 Ui, Daly Totds B S PRy 1 Equp. Ops. fght 2 SO 040
, Daily Toial SI7.M S1e870 |[ 7336 59305 | Bocioe boceler, 13 548,

| CrEWS

48 LH., Datly Totdls







tncl.

mt

Incl.

Reference—90

Jonuary 2002

Cost
Crew No. Bare Costs Subs O &P Per Labor-Hour Crew No. Bare Costs Subs O &P Per Labor-Hour
o vare nct Gare
Crew B-11L He. Daily e Daly {| Costs oLP CrewB-12A L3 Daly Hr Daly {| Costs
1 Equipment Oper, fmed) S S2960 | M1 Sl 11 Mgl 1 €aup. Cper. erane) S35 480 | AW SBLA)| M S4s8
1 Laborer 265 WO | %0 2920 1 Equp. Oper. Oler %65 MWD | 05 2N
1 Grader, 30,000 tbs. 0160 M| %8 06 | 1 Hyd Exeavakar, 1 C.Y. 56340 s1055] 33|21 RN
16 L, Daly Totaks 586880 3% || 5431 SIS0 16 LI, Daly Totas §10%40 Sons{l W w3y
Bare Indl. ’ Bare [
CrewB-11M . Daly . Daly || Costs  O&P Crew B-128 W. Dafy . Dy || Coss OGP
1 Equpment Oper. imed) 9120 24980 [ 915 gnall s W 1 £ Opes. foraed $3235  $%080 | MBW S| S50 M8
1 Laborer B4 1850 | RSO M0 1 Equi. Oper, Oler %65 130 | 4% 20
1 Backhoe Loader, 80 HP: 21560 2715 1348 1482 1 Hyd Excaval, 1.5C.Y 705,00 Al e a4 |
16 LH, Dady Tolabs 5280 6K || 08T $%65 16 LH, Daly Yot S Susn || SB% %05
Bare el ’ Bare ncl,
Crew B-JIN . Daily . Daiy || costs oW Crew B-12C He. Daly He Day fl Costs O
1 Labor Foceman S545  S0360 | $060  SIeEO|] $%43  S4028 1 Equip. Opet. ferane} SR/ RE | MR S| S50 M
2 Eqpment Operairs fmed) | 3120 20| A5 Ak 1 Equip. Oper. Oler %65  A43d | 4% 3200
& Truck Drivers fwy) 200 12000 | 3810 182880 1 by Excaval, 2CY. 5% B0l I8 8IS
LFE toader, 55CY. 160 8535 T6 U, Dty Totds GTEV.) STnso]| 896t S10.3
1 Daze, 400 HP. 137490 151140 Bre Wl
6 OFf By, Ths. S0 Ton 33UW 00240 14355 15731 W, gy || com  oep
72UH, Daly Totas S1228.40 SUZ6515 || §16998 519819 T Y I
Bare el 402 M
Crew8-11Q . Daly W Dady || Costs o me|l 108 343%
I Equpment Operalr gmed) | 3120 - S4950 [ $4715 sl s 4360 160 || S160.38  S18asA
5 Labarer 245 63 | B0 He™ FWea—Y
1 Dozer, MO HP. 46440 51085 B8O 4257 e Bz " Daly e Doy || Cots  o@2
12 LH. Daly Totas. $E0750 R . Do k) oH  wam | sew ]| s suse
Bare hel 1 Equin. Oper. Oler %65 320 | 05 3220
Crew B-11R e Daly He Day || Costs 0P 1 Hyd. Excamir, SCY 31980 NP} BB AW
1 Equpment Openaior fmed) | $ILX S24960 | 4715 Q[ S6E2  $4360 16 LH, Daly Totas S79LB0 S0B[| 949 56657
5 Labarer B4 9380 | %50 Mem0 [ umaarery
1Dozer, 215 HP. 82340 90575 || 6862 548 Cres B1F " Daly ,,_ vy || cots o2
12 LK, Daly Totals S1IEER SaBs || 974 S8 [y @B e | W W) % WS
Bare el 1 Enuip. Ope, Oier %65 A0 | 05 20
Crew B-118 Hr. Dally Hr. Dally {| Cost 0P 1 Hod, Excava, 5 €Y. 457.00 sepj 856 38
1 Equipment Operator QL0 Su960 | S7ls  STm|] SmE 54360 16 U, Daly Tols $29.00 Sl5%0 (| $806  $7%6.00
5 Laborer 348 9350 k- 146.00 Sare ncl
1Dozet, 285 HP 1034.00 740 817 HUB Cren 8126 . Daly W Daly Costs o
12 L1, Daiy Totals [ER) QR0 STl $1383% T Fo. e ) o oo | e || 9% W
Bare Ind. 1 Eayip. Oper, Oker %65 A0 | 05 w0
Crew B-11T . Dady . Dady I| Costs P 1 Power Stovel, 50X nns %
| Cqupment Operator fred] | $3120  $20060 | $a70s S0 )] $m62 S4360 1 Clamshed Bucket, 50X (2] €6l 23 uB
5tabore 245 9380 | %0 14600 16 LI Daly Totds 8615 ECE IS
1Dozer, 370 HP. 137400 BIAOY 1% 12595 Bare el
12LH,, Dady Totals s ) ISR CrwBIH . Dady W Dady | Costs 0P
Bare el 1 Eoudp. Oper, frared S35 §%880 | H890  SHUM) S/ M8
Crew B-11U W, Daly He. Dady | Costs ogp | Equip. Oper, Oler 285 230 | 0 32200
| Coupment Opesstor (med) | $31.20  S20960 | 205 Sam20| SBE&2 %4360 1 Pover Stovel, 10X, 640.80 0490
Staborer 2485 BH | B50 14600 1 Clamshel Bucket, 1 CY, 6150 anfl 80 en
1 Dozer, S0 HP. 1832.00 1520 1526 16793 16 LK, Daly Yot SR SUBES || S0 9287
12LH, Daly Totds QU540 SERAG || SIBID S8 7 Bare el
Bare nel, Crew 812 . Dafy o3 Dady | Costs 0P
Crew B-11¥ 3 Daly H. Daly | Coe Qe 1 Equip. Oper. fcraned $3235  $25880 | H8%0  SLA)l S8%0  SMS8
3 Laborer 2345 $56280 | $B50 SO0 S2345  $%50 1 Equi. Oper, Ofer %685 x| 405 320
1 Ro¥. Compact, K Lbs 1320 IBS0|] S3- 565 1 Pover Stovel, 5 CX. 0210 55030
ALK, Doty Totas $6e6.00 S50 || S8% 2D 1 Dragie Bucke, 75 CY. 182 amj| w2 B3
Bire vy 16 LH, Daiy Tolas 9920 K| w202 805
Y Crew 812 He. Daly He. Daly || Cots 0P
1 Equip. Oper. fcrace) §3235 25880 | S4890  SMLW] $2950 54458
- 1 1 Equp. Oper. Oy %6 230 | 405 3200
16LH, Daly Totds SATZ00 BT LS

Y







01500 | Temporary Facilities 8& Controls

01590 | Equipment Rental -
100§ 0010 | CONGRETE EQUIPNIENT RENTAL ol 100
0100 without operalors b
Q00| Buckel, concrete Rghtweight, 172 C.Y. e | I 2] 2 7] 216 16
0300 10X E___ 2] 105 315 260
0400 11/ZCY. FI ) 115 5 5
0500 20, 0 450 145 435 34
0600 |  Cat, concréte, self propelled, operator walking, 10 CF. 1w @ 180 540 ]
0700 Operator figing, 18 CF. 0] 8% 25 7% 67.40
0300 |  Conveyer for concrets, portable, gas, 16* wide, 26 fong s&5| 153 W] 135 13560
0900 46 long 5] 1% 50! 170 15960
1000 56 long S 615 1850 169.40
1100 | Core dill elechic, 21/2 HP, 1" 1o 8 bit dameter 187] %0 p73 ) 595
1150 11 1P, & 0 18" cores 593 15 8 665 920
1200 | Finisher, concrete foar, gas, tiding trowel, 48" diameter 45| 8% %5 79 80.60
1300 Gas, manual, 3 blade, 36" Yowel 5| 132 05 XY
] 1400 4 blade, 48" towdl x| W 440 340
1500 Foat, hand operated (Bul floaf) 46" wide .l 12 - % 108 18
1520 | Cubbulder, 14 HP, gas, single screw 1 5] %0 8 745 9%
1590 Double screw 1355 103 8 73 T
1600 | Grinder, concrete and terrazzo, electric, flooc 188 pe) 700 6185
1700 Wal grinder ul » 7 350 309
16800 Mixer, powered, mortar and concrete, gas, 6 CF., 18 HP. 385 6750 203 610 7.0
1900 10CF, S5 HP. 0] 68 04 610 ]
2000 16CF. 5100 % m 810 9N
2100 Concrete, staanary, St drum, 2 C.Y. 295 @ o 215 16560
A2 | Puwp concrete, tuck mounted, 4* fne, 80 boom 13ss| 95 2865| 8600 68140
21490 5" e, 110 boom 1750 1,35 3985] 12,00 93
] a6 Mud jack, 50 C.. pec br. a1 w 30| 109 10455
2180 25CF. perte. 50| 23 w0l 2205 1950
2600 Saw, concrete, manudl, gas, 18 HP, 20 65 195 585 60,60
2650 Selipropeled, gas, 30 HP. 555] %650 25 885 10340
2700 | - Vibralors, concrels, elechic, 60 cycle, 2 HP. »| 2% 0 210 1710
2800 3HP. 58| 3% 100 %0 P
200 Gas engine, 5 HP. o 33 105 K113 200
3000 BHP. 120 4% 10 3% X680
3100 | Concrete transit mixer, hydraukc drive
N2 6 x4, 250 tiP, 8CY, rear discharge A S 2300|6900 63680
200 Front discharge 25| 85 2500] 7500 75600
3300 6x6, 285 HP, 12 CY, rear discharge 1T 30| &0 2550 7650 75360
3400 Front discharpe ; 295] 90 2200 8100 80360
200 | 0010 | EARTHWORK EQUIPMENT RENTAL Without operators 0150 )
0040 | Ageregate spreader, push type & 1o 12 wide L | 2N 125 8650 %0 780 [~]
0050 | Awgers for truck or aler moudting, verticdl dcing OIS
0055 Fence post auger, truck mounted 0 (7% 735 S0 1595 475 N
0060 10 36% diam,, 54 1P, gas, 10 spindie ravel e 1905] 665 2000] 6,000 55200
0070 14 spindle Yravel 25| A% 245  4m &
o015 | Auger, truck mounted, vertical dring, 0 25' depth o 60| 2375 700] 21,30 1,99
0080 | Auger, horizontal boring machine, 127 o 36” diameter, 45 HP. 815| 28 85| 24% 2620
0050 12 to 48" dameter, 65 HP. Py 1225 610 185|550 45
0100 | Excavator, diesel hydraukc, crawler mounted, 1/2 CY, cap. 1060] 3% | as» 31980
0120 5/8 C.Y. capaclly 1290] 48 1450] 430 M0
0140 3/4 C.X. capacity 1550] 555 1665 5000 457
0150 1 CY. capacty 205 670 2015] 6050 56340
0200 11/2 CY. capacily urs| w4 25| 760 05
0300 2 CY. capacity 10| 1,15 3455| 10400 9%62.20
0320 21/2 CY. capacily 61.30| 205 so0] 1820|100
0340 3172 CY. capacky 57| 2475 M0 230 2%
ol Atachments 4 :
January 2002 0157



01500 | Temporary Facilities & Controls. .

01590 | Equipment Rental - ?ily{r
00 ] 0342 Bucket thumbs e ] BEY 15] 205 615 1850 [EI PR
0345 Grapples -100 1 0 605 1825 vy :
0350 Gradal type, truck mounted, 3 ton € 15’ radis, 5/8 CY, 02315 un| 85 26%0] 8075 7640) T
370 1 C.Y. capacity ored 2% 1,050 3,185 9,550 8,60
10400 | Backhoedoader, 40 to 45 HP, S/B C.Y. capacity 5% 188 %5 1,70 155,80
0450 45 HP. o 60 HP., 3/4 CY. capacily 4% 635 205 615 1850 17860
0450 80 HP, 11/4 C.Y. capacly ot 9] - 237 no| 215 . 2560
0470 112HP, 11/2 CY. capacity 4% 1280{ 415 1,240 375 150,40 §
0430 Attachments S
0482 Campactor, 20,000 b 500 15| 113 520 1550 11960
0435 Hydradic harmer, 750 &bs 10| 202 05 1825 1220
0486 Hydrauic bammer, 1200 fbs 10 25 75 2200 16220
0500 |  Brush clupper, gas engine, 6* culter head, 35 HP. 3% 140 7] 1250 11440
0550 12" cutter head, 130 HP. 20| 28 625 1875 1260
0600 15° cutter head, 165 HP. un| 28 685 200 2060
10750 Bucket, clamshel, general purpose, 3/8 C.Y, 70 $350 160 480 37.60
0800 1/72¢CY. - ) 60 160 540 240
0850 yacy. 0 6650 20 600 720
- J0%00 ey % % 0 810 61.60
4 0950 H2CeY 45| s 5 1,05 8060
1000 2¢CY. 160[ 140 20 1,20 96.80
1010 | Bucket, dragine, mediam duty, 1/2 CY, 0 px) 69 27 1Y
1020 yacy. &5 2450 7 a9 1820
1030 1cY 45 % 78 4 1920
{1040 H2CY n 40 120 %0 260
-] 1050 2CX. s 55 165 195 »
-§ 1070 IcY 110 9350 280 840 64,80
11200 | Compactor, roller, 2 duam, 2000 ., operator walking 465] 143 430 1,30 12320
1250 Rarumer compactor, gas, 1000 b, biow 95 40 120 %0 3160
1300 Vratory plate, gas, 13° plate, 1000 b. biow . 5 3850 115 Us L]
1350 24 plate, 5000 b. blow 1% 6650 200 600 55.60
1370 | Cub bulder/extruder, 14 HP, gas, single screw 605 6650 00| . 60 8340
1390 Double screw v 1355] 110 30 930 17440
1750 | Exdractor, pling, see fines 2500 & 2750
1860 | - Grader, sefpropeled, 25,000 b, . 7% 1530] 42 1265 3800 7540
1910 30,000 b. : ; 170] 4% 1470) 4400 43160
1920 40,000 B. %% 40 25| 66B 65260
1930 55,000 b, 3455 1,050 3130 9,400 90320
1950 1 Hammer, pavement demo., hyd, gas, selfprop., 1000 o 1250 b, 1255] 418 1245 3725 349.40
2000 Diesel 1300 to 1500 b. 1875 55 1570{ 5000 484
2050 Pie driving hammer, steam or ar, 4150 ft-b. @ 225 BPH 15] w2 M5l 255 181.40
2100 8750 ft-f.'@ 145 BPM 210] 470 1405] 425 2780
2150 15,000 fLb. @ 60 BPM 20| %8 1515] 4550 32060
2200 24450 (b, @ 111 BPM y 29| 550 1,645 4,925 18220
2250 Leads, 15,000 ft®. hammers 13 3 665 2 60 160
2300 | 24,450 ft-b. hammers and heavier . £5 1065 k7 % 1160
2350 Diesel type hamemer, 22,400 R-b. ) 1325 8% 1,760 5275 458
2400 41,00 tb. L10| 0 2000 620 57480
2450 141,000 .. 310] 155 465 13900 1,190
2500 Vib. dlec. hammer/extractor, 200 KW diesel generator, 34 HP, 2110) 700 250 625 537.80
2550 80HP. 005] 1,05 no| 935 93440
2600 150 HP, %6.40] 1,575 4700f 14,00 1,391
2700 Extractor, steam or 2, 700 R, 170 a7 650 1950 14360
2750 1000 fi., 1ss] s 45 2,895 - 20460
3000 Roller, tanderm, gas, 3 to 5 ton 5.15 127 380 1,150 117.20
3050 Diesel, 8 to 12 ton 430 bk} 670 2,000 168.40
3100 Towed type, vibratory, gas 12.5 HP, 2 ton { o) %5 w5 230 17460
3150 Sheepsioat, double 607 x 60 — ¥ 8| 110 330 9% el Ll
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01500 | Temporary Fuiliﬁes & Controls

01590 | Equipment Rental :ﬂr%tu
200 [ 200 Pretrnafic Wre Gese) toler, 12 ton rate0] &10) 315 W[ 28%| Bm|m0
- 3250 2025m -0} 105] 5% 1,775 5325 ar
’ \3 3300 Steepsfoot roler, sei-propeled, 4 whedl, 130 HP. RS 2% 8% 0] 1% T6L0
320 300 HP. 0 ass| 95 290( 880 91840
350 Viratory steef drum & peumatic e, diesel, 18,000 b. 1130] - 35 1065] 3200 2030
3400 23,000 b. b 1895 1415 420 43460
350 [ Scrapers, owed type, 9 1o 12 C.Y. cipaciy . el |- 37 W T4 1490 13%
3500 12t 17 C.Y. capacily 38| 2 63| 1% 151.5
| B Sawpers, selfpropeliod, 4 x 4 drive, 2 engine, 14 C.Y. capacly [ETI 6340] 1450 20| DW| 149
1 %00 2 enginte, 24 C.X. capacily ol 0S| 225 6815| 20400] 2In¢
N ET) Sefloading, 11 C.Y. capadly n3s| es 240|148 TN
0| . 22 CY. capacly 6L35| 1475 40| 1) 1IN
3710 Screening plant 110 fp. w /5" x 10'screen 1585 3n 5| 3% HIW
70 §'x 16" screen 1720 45 1420 450 R180
3850 Showels, see Cranes division 01590600 .
-] 3060 Shovelbackhoe budket, 1/2 CX 25 $350 160 480 3880
3870 ACY 85| 6190 185 55 an
L) 1CY K| nwo A5 645 0.0
3% 11/2CY, 1 10 s8] 155 110
310 s ¥ 20| 2™ 1932
qae 1215] 3% 0| 20 FIF)
Jas nal 10 1a15] 44 4320
-§ 4200 1980] 510 1,5% 4,500 7]
260 280| 95 295 &M 82300
4310 BH| 10 360]  1080] 104
4360 5365| 1575 4s| | 131
. ) 700 HP. 10965 3400 10235 000 294
Ju Loader, crawer, torgue com., diesel, 11/2 CY, SOHP. 90| 310 93] 250 %6350
= “uso 1120 134 CY, 95 6P, wn| = (% G 0
g 4510 134 o 214 CX, 10 HP. 1605] 615 1850 550 45840
-~ 5% 212 0 3/4CY, 190 HP: 2| &40 25| 158 69060
4560 3H/205CY, 25 HP. ANS| 120 asio] 1080 LNt
J %610 | Teackr toader, wheel, Torque cow, 4x 4, 100 1174 CY, 65 1P, 1065] 23 6M™| 2000 21440
%2 11/2 0 1- ¥4 CX,, 80 HP. . nos| s 0] 285 2600
149 13/402CY, I00HP N8} 3% 1000 3,000 25240
o 22 0 3/2CX, 130HP. uss| 4% 120 38m nN
a0 30 412CY, I70HP. 1810] %5 Lo0] 5100 18480
] v S1/ to 53/4 CY, ZO HP. 3295) 855 . 250 100 7180
4810 70B8CY, IS HP. 5020] 1100 305] 5] 1083
jen - 123/2CX, 690 HP. 9150{ 2,30 015  21000f 235t
250 Wheeled, sidd stzer, 10 CF, 30 HP. gas S85] 140 ) 1% 13080
J 80 1CY, 78 HP, diesel 160 23 n] 2000 19480
4891 Mtachments for o siid steer loaders
28R Ager A s px) 5 5010
489 Backhoe &l w 320 % 69.10
ca __Boom £] no 3 95 ns
4% Forks 21 ) 104 K 250
4% Grapple M 0% mn 810 58.30
hadd Concrele hamimer B m 3 159 11025
8% Tree spade ul W oy 1As 10070
4899 Trencher Ny 19 356 1,075 76.90
4900 | Trencher, chain, boom type, gas, operator waling, 12 HP. 2 17 350 1,050 86
B Operator ridng, 40 P, 575 245 TH] 220 193
5000 Wheel tye, diesd, € deep, 12 wide 1280] €45 13% 5800 488.40
5100 Oesel, 6 deep, 20" wide B0| % 2820 84% 75360
_ 5150 Ladder type, diesel, S deep, 8° wide (o) 1480] 505 1510]  45% 42040
S Diesd, 6 deen, 16 wide = Bas| % 2550 88% 3860
5§ | 5%0 ]  Truck, dump, tandem, 12 ton paload - 19%{ 35 am| 230 353120
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01590 | Equipment Rental TFBH!(
700 | 5300 Tieee ade dump, 16 60 payload 1,265
5350 Dump traller ony, rear dump, 16172 C.Y. 405] 145 435
5400 200 451 155 465
5450 Flatbed, single axle, 1-1/2 ton rating 145 107 30
5500 3 ton raling AT 455) 110 30
§550 Off highway rear dump, 25 ton capacity 40 4045] 1,000 3020
5600 35 ton capaclly RIS 4150] 1,050 3165
- 450
400 | 0010 | GENERAL EQUPMENT RENTAL Wit operatrs 400

0150 | Aerial R, scissor type, 1o 15 bigh, 1000 ®. cap., electiic 4% 120 nn| s 65 52.60
0160 To 25' high, 2000 b. capacty 02250 150 107 320 %0 76
0170 Telescoping boom to 40' high, 750 b. capacily, gas 7 23 70 2315 a4
0180 1000 b. capacity Trots 875| 3% 1170 3,500 04
019 To 60 high, 750 b. capacity 0 885] 400. [ 1200 | 3600 31080
0195 M compressor, portable, 6.5 CFM, electric X 2750 83 249 1915,
019 gasokne 3% as| 125 | s 77.90.
0200 Ar compressar, portable, gas engine, 60 CFM. 420 50 150 &0 6360
0300 160 CFM. 19 6150 1% 50 9720
0400 Diesel engine, rotary screw, 250 CFM, 875] 108 3% 975 15 -
0500 365 CEM. w0s] 1% 405 1225 163 -
0600 600 CFM 1695 213 640 1925 %6360
0700 750 CFM. 2 250 750 | 220 3%
0800 For slenced models, smal sizes, add £ 5% X &
0900 Large sizes, add 5% ™% n ;3

J 0320 fr tooks and accessories

] 0930 Breakes, pavement, 60 b. 2 % i3 25 16.60

-§ 0940 80h. 20 10| 100 30 2160
0950 Drils, hand Gackhammer) €5 b, ‘25 2250 67 201 1540
0960 Track or wagon, swing boom, 4° drifter 005] 48 1450 4350 53040

~§ 0970 5° drifter 4060} 78 2345 7025 79380
0980 Dust control per dril 124 15 45 1% 1890
0990 Hammer, chipping, 12 b. 20 2 66 198 14.80

J 1000 Hose, air with couplings, 50 fong, 3/4° diameter 02 ¢ 2 3% 2%
1100 1 diameter 0 535 16 @ 345
1200 - L1/ diameter o 135]. 2 73 4N
1300 2 dameter 10 1635 4 147 10.60
1400 T 21/ dameter A1 19 57 17 129
1410 I dameter 16 sl 8 246 1.0
1450 Dell, steel, 7/8°x 2 05 5 15 [ 340
1460 ”x6 05 6 18 5 4
1520 Mol points 02 { 12 % 25
1525 Preumafic nader w/accessatles A 2850 85 %5 2045
1530 Sheeting driver for 60 b. breaker 10 10 ) % 680

11540 For 90 b breaker 15 15 45 1% 10.20
1550 Spade, 25 b. 2 665 2 ) 5.60
1560 Tamper, single, 35 h. i 250 & %4 2110

J 1570 Trisle, 140 . 8 “® 12 3% 345
1580 Wrenches, impact, a powered, up to 3/4° bolt 10 1835 % 165 1180
1590 Up to 1-1/4" bokt 15 B50[ 100 0 2A20
1600 |  Baricades, barrels, reflectorized, 1 to 50 barrels 02 n 10 0 215
1610 100 to 200 barrels 02 253 760 3 120
1629 Barrels with flashers, 1 to 50 barrels, 5172 B 12 % 255
1630 100 to 200 barrels 02 320 960 F2) 210
1640 Banels with steady bum type C fghts i3] 535 16 (1] 345
1650 Nurminated board, traler mounted, with generator 35 125 35 L5 7%
1670 Portable, stock, with flashers, 1 to 6 units 02 4 12 % 255
1680 25t 50 wnits 02 173 20| BN 240
1690 | Buit fusion machine, electric 1265 435 1,30 3900 36120
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01500 | Temporary Facilities & Controls

‘01590 | Equipment Rental i:3
‘§00] 1695 | Hlectro fusion machine 575|175 551 1575 151|400

i 1700 | Carts, brick, hand powered, 1000 b. capacity 13| 2% 65 195 1405
1800 Gas engine, 1500 b, 21/Z it 307] 108 3% 970 8935
1830 |  Oistribior, asphalt, traller mid, 2000 gal., 38 H.P. diesed 340] 405 120] 369 MO
1840 3000 gal, 38 HP. diesel 3% 45 1200] 380 28750
1850 | Dril, rotary hammer, electric, 1/2° diameter 2] B8 n Pail 1855
1860 Cartide bkt for above 0 535 16 ) s
1870 Erudsion sprayer, 65 gal., S HP. gas engine 151 2] n 530 4%
1880 200 gd., 5 HP. engine 2501 7650 % 6% 53
1900 | Fencing, see division 01560250 & 02820
1920 floodight, mercwry, vapor or quartz, on tripod
193 1000 watt Bl 2 & 180 uxs
1940 2000 watt S 105 315 45
1960 Floodights, traler mounted with generator, 2-1000 wat ghts 19| 108 5 95 2020
220 | forkit, wheeled, for brick, 18, 3000 b, 2 vheel drive, gas 1250] 183 550]  16% 210
240 28, 4000 b, 4 whes! drive, diesel 1015] 252 755] 2215 2320
2100 | Generator, dlectric, gas engine, 1.5 KW to 3 KW 12| 3% 100 0 3040
2200 5 KW 19| % 150 450 4520
2300 10 KW 238 112 BT 8580
2400 25 kW 60| 131 0] 120 13360
2500 Diesel engine, 20 KW 4480 %50 2% 810 9320
2600 50 KW 955 113 M| 105 14440
7700 100 kW " 157 ] 140 26
2800 250 Kw a45| m 80| 2500 51360
2850 | Hamwer, hydrauic, for mounling on boorn, to 500 fL.b. 105] 1o 30 930 7440
2860 500to 1200 b, 0] 2 g0 200 15240
2500 | Heaters, space, of or electric, 50 MBH 83 2% 67 201 2085
3000 100 MBH 166 » &7 %1 3070
3100 300 MBH s3] 8% 1% 3% 6865
3150 500 MBH 1068 5850 175 5% 12045
3200 | Hose, water, suction with coupling, 207 long, 2* diameter o1 835 5 I3 510
3210 © 3 dameler @2 1265 3 14 175
3220 4 Gameter 0 1665 () 1% 1025
2% 6" diameter 6| s .95 25 1950
240 " diameter 31 5150 154 ) EEE])
.3250 Discharge hose with coupling, 50' long, 2 diameter 01 7 2 63 430
260 | 3 Grameter ” (T3 % B 535
20 4* diameler Jiz] 1L65 k] 105 125
3280 6° diameter B 2% 85 %5 1740
3290 8" dameler K| %D 169 505 3650
3300 | Uadders, exteasion type, 16" 1o 36' fong 14 2 6 189 1370
3400 40 1o 60" dorg 18 a3l 93 n 210
10| Level, Taser type, for pipe laying, self eveing 135 % 210 810 5480
kTE /] Manal leveliing 8] 5450 164 ) 3830
3440 Rotary beacon with fod and sensor CIEES 73 675 5220
60 Bulders level with tripod and rod | 2% - & 204 1430
3500 | Light towers, towable, with diesel generator, 2000 watt 175  91%0 280 840 7
3600 4000 watt 190{ 108 Ev. 975 8020
3700 | Mo, powered, plaster and mortar, 6 C.F, 7 HP. Ti0[ 5550 167 500 220
3800 10CF, 9HP. 130] 78%0 25 705 5740
3850 Naier, preumatic I¥) 2850 & %5 2045
3%00 | Paint sprayers complete, 8 OFM $4 4250 127 3% 30.50
4000 17CM 7Y Y 188 565 4510
4020 | Pavers, buminous, rubber ties, 8 wide, 52 HP, gas uas| m 235] 690 578.60
4030 8 wide, 64 HP, diesel ax| 1150 3885|1040 876.60
4050 Crawler, 10' wide, 78 HP, gas %595 1375 410s] 1230|109
4060 10 wide, 87 HP., desel 20| 175 | 5140 BB 1290
2070 Concrete paver, 12 to 24' wide, 250 HP. 3B20) 1215 ""iﬁﬁ’“ﬁﬁ‘ﬁmf R
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- 01500 | Temporary Facilities & Controls .

01590 | Equipment Rental -

400 | 4080 " Placer spreaderdramner, 24' wide, 300 1LP. 2 Q| 185 SSI0]  16500] 1451
4100 Pump, centrifugal gas pump, 11/27, 4 MGPH il 1 3350 100 300 8
4200 , 8 MGPH P 15 3850 115 U5 3540
4300 I, 15MGPH L5 150 125 375 »
4400 £, 90 MGPH @ 1%} 172 515 1550 198.20
4500 Submersihe electric pump, 1-1/4%, 55 GPM 30 3 250 88 %4 2.40
4600 11/Z,83GPM . Al 3%). 100 200 T8
4700 Z,120GPM : 51 4150 15 kJ:] 255
4800 ¥, 300GPM 97 5150 155 %5 375

.| 4900 4°, 560 GPM 6% %50 %0 80 108.10
5000 6, 1590 GPM om7| 187 560 1515 184.55
5100 Dizphragm purnp, gas, single, 1-1/2" diameter n 3150 100 30 2560
5200 Z diameter %5 4150 125 5 2.60
5300 3 diameter S0 [ 135 05 420
5400 Double, 4* diameter 210 8650 %0 780 6880
5500 Trash pump, sefépriming, gas, 2* diameter 210 33 99 27 %.60
5600 Diesel, 4° diameter . 340 7650 20 80 R
5650 Diesel, 6* diameter ' v 840) 15 75 1125 42.20
5660 |  Rollers, see duision 01590200 .

5700 |  Salamanders, LP. gas fired, 100,000 BTAL Ea 166 17 51 153 2350
5705 50,000 BTY 12 1135 k7 102 160
5720 |  Sandblaster, portable, opentop, 3 CF. capaciy 15 4250 128 35 2%.80

{5130 6 C£_ capacity k3 6150 185 555 »
5740 Actessories for above 10 1735 52 1% 1120
5750 | Sander, floor n 25 97 51 %15

1 5760 Edger 8 2150 65 195 16.90

] 5800 Saw, chain, gas engine, 1& long “ 50 150 450 3385

-] 5900 3" lng 2 6350 190 570 3950
5950 60" long 2 1250 as 655 4520
6000 Masonry, table mounted, 14" dametet, 5 HP. 13 5650 17 510 #50
6050 Saw, portable cutoff; 8 HP. 115 I3 138 5 3%.80
6100 Circular, hand held, electric, 7-1/4" diameter 18 1865 56 168 1265

| 6200 12 diameter 2 2650 8 240 1790

1 6275 | shot blaster, wak behind, 207 wide 05| 25 825 2475, 17340
6300 | Steam cleaner, 100 gaons per hour 115 5 195 535 4320
6310 200 gallons per how 180 80 20 bz 6240
6340 Tar Kettie/Pot, 400 gallon p¥7] 66.50 200 600 6175
6350 Torch, cutting, acetyleneoxygen, 150" hase 150 250 80 240 28
6360 Hourly operating cost includes tips 2nd gas R 425 £}
6410 | Tolet, portable chemical 10 1665 %0 150 10.80
6420 Recycle fush type 12 2050 62 186 1335
6430 | - Tole, resh water fiush, garden hose, 1 250 n 210 1510
6440 Hoisted, norush, for high rise 12 2050 61 183 1315
6450 | Tolet, traflers, minkmom al  us 104 30 250
6460 Madmum v 8] 104 2 935 61.35
6470 Traller, office, see diision 01520-500
6500 Tralers, platform, flush deck, 2 ae, 25 ton capacly 2% 340 105 5 945 90.20
6600 40 ton capacity 460 190 570 1,200 150.80
6700 3 axle, 50 ton capacity 505 210 630 1,900 166.40
6800 75 ton capacity v 650 a 830 2,500 28
6850 Trader, stocage, see division 01520500
6900 Water tank, engine driven discharge, 5000 gallons ta 555 198 5% L775 163.40
7000 10,000 gakons 78] 80 840 255 23040
7020 Transit (bulder’s level) with tripod- . ] A% &5 195 1370
7030 | Trench box, 3000 bs. 638 a7 7850 235 705 50.75
7040 7200 bs. 6320 - 103 17 514 1,550 1105
7050 8000 bs., 8'x 16' st 142 4% 1275 92
7050 9500 bs., 8x20 R 148 o4 mo|” 225 15985)
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01500 | Temporary Facilities & Controls

N HOURY | RENT | BENT RENT CREW
01590 | Equipment Rental wr | X2 ||| g |
40 | 7065 11,000 Bs., 8324 e ] E 1.36| 227 682] 2080 147.30] 400
o 7070 12000 s, 10 x 20 E 255 40 105 3075 20540
7100 | Truck, picap, 3/4 1o, 2 wheel drive oz 550 6650 20 600 %

1 7200 4 wheel drive E 565 75 25 675 0.2
1250 Crew carvier, 9 passenger RO231S 380 8 255 765 8140
7290 | ool van, 24,000 GYW. E 649] 103 310 930 139
7300 Tractor, 4 2, 30 ton czpacly, 195 HP. 1385] 300 95| 215} 2180
7410 250 KP. 1885] 380 LI0| 345 7880
7500 62, 40 ton capacty, 240 HP. 1745] a5 120] 365 3860
7600 6 x4, 45 ton capacity, 240 HP. 2115 475 140 430 45520
7620 | Vacuum tuck, hazardous materid, 2500 galon 660] 305 | 27% 23660
725 5,000 gakon 715] 410 125] 368 0N
7650 | Vacuum, HEPA, 16 gal., wet/dy ) b7 IEE) 12 3% 21
7655 55 gal, wet/dry £0 51.50 15 460 35.60
76%0 Large production vacum foader, 3150 CFM 1528] 615 180 3% 4905
7700 | Welder, dectric, 200 amp ] 150 450 50.85
7600 300 amp 527] 63 189 565 79.%
7300 Gas engine, 200 amp . 550 4850 145 435 7
8000 300 amp 645 6150 185 555 8860
8100 |  Wheebarrow, any size 06 1035 k'l L] (%]
8200 |  Vivecking bal, 4000 b, H v 50| 7150 215 45 4

600 | 0010 | LEFTING AND KOISTING EQUIPMENT RENTAL 600
0100 without operators -1
0150 | Crane, Ratbed mnid, 3 ton cap. s | S 895| 223 60| 2000 20560
0200 | Crane, cimbing, 106’ jb, 6000 b. capacily, 410 FPM li‘&.l | 4.15) 125 38| 1150] 109
0300 101' jb, 10,250 . capacity, 270 FPM @ v 4625 1625 4B50] 14600] 1340
0400, Tower, static, 130’ high, 106' jb, 4%
0500 6200 b. capacity 2t 400 FPM [} “uis| 145 | nBw| 1,29
.- 0600 | Crawkr, cable, 1/2 C.X, 15 tons at 12 radiss 497 455 130] 4075 3L
0700 JACY., 20 bons &t 12 radus ) 276] 5% 1.600 4,800 502.10
0800 1.CY, 25 tons at 12" radius 3035| 665 19%| 595 640.80
0900 | Crawker mounted, lattice boom, 1-1/2 C.Y, 40 tons af 17 radiss 3L15] a3 2800 8400 8020
1000 2C.Y, 50 fons 2t 17 radius : a%| 1150 3460 10800 1,027
1100 3CY,, 75 tons at 17 radfus 3 610 125 370 1] 116
1200 100 ton capacily, standard boom 5440| 1575 4140f 200|138
1300 165 ton capacity, standard boom 7970|2700 8115| 2¢30] 220
1400 200 ton capacity, 150’ boom 8145) 2,800 8400] 2520 23n
1500 4507 boom Rl 11960 3825 140] 30| 3265
1600 Truck mounted, lattice boom, 6 x 4, 20 tons- at 10’ radiss 1832] 15 2170{ 6500 588.55
1700 25 tons at 10 radius 2463 %5 |- 280 86m® 77505

{ 1800 8x4, 30 tbons at 10 radius A 2010] 760 2280]  68% 688,80
1500 40 tons &t 17 radus u%B| 5 280 855 s
2000 8x 4, 60 tons at 15 radius 56| 1175 350 10600] 104 |
250 sk 15 radus 4283| 165 4360] 14800 130

120 90 tons at 15 radius 4638| 1750 s20| 150l 142
2200 115 tons 2t 15' radus 5175] 1875 5590 16800] 1532

1 2300 150 tons at 18’ radius 5690] 2,050 6175] 18500  16%
2350 165 tons at 18 radius 64.15] 2400 725] 2170 195
2400 Truck mounted, hydraulic, 12 ton capacity 30| s Lol 530 607.60
2500 2 ton capaclly ; 3310 765 2,300 6,900 72480
2550 33 ton capaciy 380 950 285] 857 85740
2600 55 fon capacly a155[ 1,0% 3200 9,600 97240

1 200 80 ton capacity 55.70] 1525 455] 13700]  1,3%
210 100 ton capacity 6815|2125 -6al0] 1920 187

f 2100 120 ton capaciy 7205 2,300 6870 2060] 190

] 260 150 ton capacly _ 7635|265 780 23m0| 2189

| 200 Seltpropelied, 4 x 4, with telescaping boom, 5 ton H ¥ 1355 5 1,035 310 31540
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01500 | Temporary Fecilities & Controls .

01590 | Equipment Rental , %T
- 600 § 2900 121/2 ton capacity :  [mso}] E2 2015] 520 | 1560 1,675

3050 20 fon capacity - 1% 28] 645 1,930 5,800
3100 25 ton capaciy : . o150 #n] 10 2155 | 64755
3150 40 ton capacity i v 100} 4410 1050 | 3140 | 945
3200 | Denmicks, guy, 20 ton capaclty, 60 boom, 75" mast - @ 1200] a5 98 | 285
3300 100 boom, 115" mast, ) . A% ] 1959] . 540 1,620 4850
3400 Stifieg, 20 o capacily, 70" boom, 37 mast . 1BY| 405 1210 | 365
3500 100 boom, 47" mast . 97 65 1,960 5875
3550 ]  Heficopter, smak, Bt to 1250 bs. maximum, w/piot 6413] 2525 150 | 22800
3600 Holsts, chain type, overhead, manual, 3/4 ton 05 535 16 48
3900 1000 ] 25 us0| B 219 1660
4000 | Hoist and tower, 5000 b, cap., portable electric, 40' bigh 403 180 541 162 14045
4100 For each added 10 secton, add 08 14 2 1% 9.05
4200 | Hoist and single tubular tower, 5000 b, electric, 100' bigh 53| 22 755 2275 19445
4300 For each added 66 section, add KT} 24 /] 216 1550
4400 | Haist and double ubudar tower, 5000 ., 100" high 581 M 831 2500 21270
4500 | For each added 66" section, add - 16 %50 ] a1 1710
4550 | Haist and tower, mast type, 6000 b., 100 high . 62| 287 862 2575 mn
4570 For each added 10 section, 2dd j 10 1735 5 1% 120
4600 | Halst and tower, personnel, electric, 2000 b, 100 @ 125 FPM 12| s | 220 | 68 560,15
200 3000 b., 100° @ 200 FPM 1455] 865 2,600 7,800 63720
4800 3000 b., 150' @ 300 FPM 1620] 90 | 2910 8725 7160
4500 4000 b., 100° @ 300 FPM 1683] 9% 2970 | 8900 185
S000 6000 b., 100 @ 275 FPM y 1.24| 1050 310 9350 763.90
5100 For added heights up to 500, add Lf o1 167 5 1 110
5200 Jacks, hydrauiic, 20 ton fa. 05 1235 kil i 1.0
5500 100 ton L. . 15 3% 105 315 220
6000 | Jacks, hydravkc, chmbing with 50° jackrods
6010 and cordrol consoles, minimum 3 mo. rental

1 6100 30 ton capacily fa 156] 104 31 9% 1“0
6150 For each added 10" jackrod section, add 05 333 10 ) 240
6300 50 ton capacity 250| 167 500 1500 120
6350 For each added 10" fackood section, add ! 06 4 12 % 290
6500 125 ton capacity 650 4% 1,300 3900 312
6550 For edch added 30" jackrod section, add 3 %0 & %7 240
6600 Cable jack, 10 ton capacity with 200' cable 1.0 850 20 780 6240
6650 Fueﬁ\ddedﬁﬂdwle,add n"yv 14 9 7 8l 6.50

700 | 0010 | WELLPOINT EQUIPMENT RENTAL See aso dvision 02240 R0 700

0020 | Based on 2 months rentdl E‘“’
0100.|  Combination jetting & welpont pump, 60 HF. diesel ] fa 863| 257 0 2,300 22350
0200 |  Hghpressure gas jet pump, 200 HP, 300 psi . 1561 219 658 1975 256.50
0300 |  Discharge pipe, 8* diameter LF 0 A1 124 n 35
0350 12" dameter . 01 61 184 550 45
0400 {  Header pipe, flows up to 150 GPM, 4" dameter ) 01 38 114 342 30
0500 400 GPM,, 6" dameter o0 44 133 39 35
0600 800 G.PM., 8° diameter o 61 1.84 550 45
0700 1500 GPM, 10" dameter ol £5 194 580 45

| 0800 2500 GPM,, 12 diameter 02 12 367 1 50
0900 4500 GPM., 16* diameter 02 156 469 1405 110
0950 For quick coupling aluminum and plastic pipe, add - v 02 1.62 485 1455 11§
1100 {  Welpoint, 25' long, with fittings & riser pipe, 1-1/2% or 2* ciameter fa. 05 323 969 2 23
1200 | Wellpoint pump, diesel powered, 47 diameter, 20 HP. 421 18 444 1,325 12250
1300 6 diameter, 30 HP. ss1] 1 551 1,650 154.30
1400 87 suction, 40 HP. 149 22 755 2215 210.90
1500 10" suction, 75 HP. 1030] 24 882 2650 258.80
1600 12 suction, 100 HP. I 13 1410 | 4225 e R
1700 12" suction, 175 HP. v 255] 50 | 150 | 4675 ae0f

01514 Janvary 2002 lmportant: See the Reference Section for critical supporting data - Reference Nos., Crews, & City Cost Indexes
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01590 | Equipment Rental wr
200§ 3200 Preumatic tire desel roller, 12 ton oiss0] | & 6.10 315 945 282 237.00 200
> 250 2110 25t 10| 1025 5% 775 535 47
’ \ 3300 Sheepsfoot roller, selfpropeled, 4 wheel, 130 HP. IS 2980 85 260|130 76400
320 300 HP. bd 4155 9 2930| 880 91840
3350 Vibratory steel drum & poeumatic re, diesel, 18,000 b. 1] 35 1065] 3200 30340
300 200000, 4% 1895 470 1415 420 4340
3450 Scrapers, towed type, 9 to 12 C.Y, capecily . e | 337] 18l @2 1490 1233
3500 1210 17 CY. capaclly 40 358] 214 643 135 151.5
350 Scrapers, selfpropelied, 4 x 4 deive, 2 engine, 14 C.Y, capacity @ 6940 14%0 4320] 13000 1419
§ %00 2 engine, 24 C.Y. capacity -0 10035 2275 6815| 20400] 2174
3650 Selffloading, 11 C.Y. capaciy 3135 8% 2400|7400 7Y
3700 . 22 C.Y. capacity 61.35| 1475 4410 13200 1373
3no Screening plant 110 hp. w / 5' x 10'screen 1585 30 1,115 3350 3499
3720 5§ x 16 screen 1720 475 1820 4220 210
see .
73 85 5350 160 40 3880
3870 JacY 85 6150 185 55 [XF ]
| »80 1CY. 90 7150 215 645 50.20
3890 11/2CY. 1 170 510] 155 110
310 3CY 15| %5 920] 27 19120
4110 | Tach, crawler, with bulidozer, torque converter, diesel 75 HP. 1215 355 S| 2900 210
| use 105 HP. u2| 40 1475] 445 4320
4200 140 HP. 1980] 510 150] 4600 #6440
4260 20HP. 280| 975 295}  87m 8230
4310 300 HP. 3920] 120 3600] 10800] 1,0%
4350 410HP. 5365| 1575 4725 1420] 1374
4380 700 HP. 10965| 3400 10235]  3070] 2924
4400 Loader, crawler, torque conv., diesel 1172 C-Y5 80P~ 970{ —310 | 930} _2%0f 380}
[T L1/2b 1-3/4CY, S HP. 70} 300 L5 345 32280
4510 13/4 0 21/4 CY, 130 HP. 1605 615 1850 550 43840
5% 2120 31/4CY, 190 HP; 2201 840 2525 157 69050
4560 31/2t05CY, 2154P. 3115 1,200 3610) 10800 9710
J 4610 | Trackr loader, whesl, torque conv., 4 x 4, 1o 1-1/4 C.Y, 65 HP. 1005] 223 670 2,000 21440
4620 _HA2113/4CY, 0HP. : 05| 35 M0} 285 2760
4650 13/4 10 2CY, 100 HP. 155] 3% 1000] 3000 28240
4710 21/2031/2CY, 130 HP. Us5| 4% 1220, 380 37040
4% 30 41/2CY, I70HP. 1810] 565 1700 5000 48450
4760 S1/6 o 53/4CY, 270 HP. 3295 855 2,570 7,700 7780
4810 Tto8CY, 375 HP. 50.20| 1,100 35| 9%5| 1083
4870 1212 CY, 630 HP. 9350{ 235 7015  21000f 2151
4380 Whieeled, siid steer, 10 CF, 30 HP. gas SB5| 140 20 1,250 13080
] 480 1CY, 78HP, diesel ’ 0] 2 670 2000 19480
4891 Attachments for af siid steer loaders
4892 Auger fa 46 7150 232 6% 50.10
4893 Backhoe 64 17 320 90 69.10
4894 Broom £ 10 31 935 7150
48%5 Forks 21 35 104 30 2%
483 Grapple 5 % 270 810 5830
4897 Concrete hammer 103 171 513 1,550 11085
4838 Tree spade Ul s mn 14% 10170
489 Trencher nl 356 107 7690
400 Trencher, chain, boom type, gas, operator walking, 12 HP. 2 117 350 1,050 86
4910 Operator riding, 40 HF. 575 245 735 2,200 193
5000 Wheel tyoe, diesl, 4 deep, 12° wide 1280 645 1,9 5,800 488.40
5100 Diesel, 6 deep, 207 wide 2270 940 2820 84%0 75360
5150 Ladder type, diesel, 5' deep, 8* wide 1480( 505 1510 4525 42040
5200 Diesel, 8" deep, 16° wide 3245 985 295%]  88%0 84960
5250 Truck, dump, tandem, 12 ton payload W ¢ 1990 35 970] 2900 35320
January 2002 0159







01500 | Temporary Facilities & Controls

01590 ntent Re =
1599 | Equipment Reatal - Bl &
0700 A CY, 20 tors ot 12 rRdkss X3 1§00
0600’ 1CY, 25 Yons ot 17 cadiss 15| & 19% #6402
0900 | Crawler mounked, fatice boom, 11/2 C.Y, 40 tors & 17 radiss 35| 95 2801 H5 2
1000 2CY, 50 fons at 17 sadiss a0 1% 34004 1040
1w 3CY, Suns k12 adis - S0} 125 11,100
1200 100 o capacil, standard boom se40| 1575 W0y 13
130 165 %a capacly, standard boom no| 2,00 8115 2261
| 1o 200 ton capaclly, 150’ boom 8145| 2800 8,400 23%
1500 450 boom 11960 140 35
Crew Ne. Bare Costs &P Per '
i . P™ e
- Crow 8128 . Sy | Ooly or |
1 6. Opex. brve) [3°E] : CTITN
1 Godp. Gpex. Oler %65
1 Power Showe, 1 CX (1] ;
1 FE Miachast, 1 CX 920 BAE 4N ast {
16 UL, oy s 1630 SN || B ®m® |
[ |
Cren 8120 B3 Galy Costy [
1 €. Oper: kraeed @ B3 IE-TIETT) .
1 Exvig. Oper. Olr 5% mn
1 Pover Shod, 1S CX 0 LT
1FE Madwest 15CY. . 1100 wall vs  a= R
16UH, Oay Tots HETF ] ALY %E  qIm 7
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iPower Shovels and
0ft-Road Haulers

Shovels Cettainly scrapess are the dominant method of
moving earth on larger jobs, but there are other
spedial situation earthmovers with which the heavy
construction manager must also be familiar. Among
these, the power shovel is the most used.

Scrapers could be considered swiface excavators since
they fill their bowls from the sutface of an earth
mass. In Chapter 29, subsurface excavators, like the
familiar backhoe, are discussed. That leaves above
surface machines, like the shovel and endloader, that
reach for a load above the suiface they rest on.

Power shovels are primarily used for earth, sidehill
cuts; unrippable, blasted, solid rock cuts; and mixed
rodlarge boulderfearth cuts, none of which lend
themselves to efficient scraper loading.

The power shovel (Figure 27.1} almost always has a
crawler undercarriage plus two front ams and a
digging bucket which is thrust (“crowded") into a near
vertical face of soil or blasted rock pile. ideally, the
working face is of “optimum depth,” whereby the
bucket will be 100% filled by one complete, vertical
pass through the face without undue crowding. If the
face is higher than optimum, a shelf will develop
above the machine reach which will eventually
collapse onto the surface and retard, or even
endanger, the operation. Similarly, if the cut is too
shallow, the shovel will have to make more than one
pass to get a bucketful. {Note: optimum depth

does not apply to blasted rock )




= 240 PART FOUR

The shovel swings the bucket, and dumps it into the
target hauler, usually an off-road hauler or - an
ordinaty durnp truck. The greater the swing angle
traversed by the bucket, the greater the swing time
needed.

Shovel size ratings are based on the LCY {struck and
heaped) capacity of the bucket that the machine
can handle efficiently. As with many other types of
heavy equipment, there is a transportability problem
once a cettain size is exceeded. Shovels over 3/4 to

1 LCY in size are too wide and/or too heavy to be
hauled on trailers over public highways, and
therefore, have to be partially dismantled first, then
reassembled at the destination. This process is too
costly for short duration projects.

Most shovels have the same engine, cab, and
undercarriages as a similarly-rated crane or backhoe.

(Courtesy Cateitar Corporation) Power Shovel

Figure 27.1




CHAPTER

Off-Road Hauders
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Thus, the front arms and bucket can be removed, and
a crane boom or backhoe front-mounted in ics
place.

Off-road haulers setve shovels, endloaders, or other
loading machines when standard dump trucks are too
small or too lightly built to do the job. Most large
excavation projects require the use of rough, -
unpaved, job-site roads and {oading of large rock,
and thus are t0o much for odinary dump trucks to
handle. There are two types of off-road haulers. The
rear-dump, (Figure 27.2) essentially a very heavy
dump truck, is best-suited for rock and sticky soils.
The bottom-dump {or "belly” dump) (Figure 27.3)
discharges its load by openirig-under-mounted,
longitudinal gates. It is best suited for dry, fast-
moving materials. it leaves a longer, lower pile than a
rear-dump.

Off-road haulers are rated by capacity in tons, LCY
struck, and LCY heaped. The volumetric capacity can
be increased by mounting side-boards, but this
should not be done except to haul super-light
materials such as coal. The excessive wear and tear
costs, plus slower haul time engendered by exceeding
the weight capacity, will not be compensated for by
the extra load. o
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aq
01590 | Equipment Rental - SR
200 | 3200 Preumalic Gre desel tafer, 12 ton ool | & 610] 315 a5 285 70 | X0
050 21025 m ol 105] 50 LS 53% A7
3300 Sheepsioat roler, s propeled, 4 whedl, 130 P, ot Y 2630 73W %0
120 0HP. . 0 as| 5 90| 80 91840
350 Vibratory steel dum & preurilic e, diesel, 18,000 b roseem 1%} 35 105] 320 30340
| 400 29,000 b, 15| ™ 1415 420 AU
M50 |  Scrapers, towed type, 9 1o 12 CY. capacly . - 37| 1\ @] 190 JIEES
3500 12t 17 CY. capacly 4% 1| 63| 195 157.5
3550 Sarapers, selfpropeiod, 4 X & deive, Z engive, 14 C.Y, capacly @] 140 0| 13 149
3600 2 engine, 24 C.Y. capadly @ 0L35] 2275 6Al5| 400 21M
%50 Sefioading, 11 C.Y capacly nB| €5 a0] 10 AR
M0| . 22CY cpady 6| 1455 4aq0f 1320f 10
3710 Screening-plant 110 bp. w/ 5" x 10'screen 1585] N L5 33%0 U
70 5% 16 soreen 170] 45 140]  4X0 2180
3650 | Shovel, see Cranes dvision 01590600 .
3860 Shovelbackhoe bucket, 1/2 C.X fa. 85 5350 160 40 380
N WX 5| awn 165 %5 an
380 1CX 0! nw s 645 NN
110
910 3cY 1is] 305 920
. , . , TR
1 use 105 HP. nxol o 145) 445 20
20 10 HP. 18] si0 ) ) 71
4260 200 HP, ] 8%0| 9% 295 4 2.0
Qio 0 HP. BH| 120 3e0]  1080] 103
4360 4I0HP. 565 1575 5] K| 1
430 TOOHEF. 10065| 3400 1025 2000 23
S Eul Loader, crawker, torque conw, diesed, 1472 CY, BOHP, oy 3 Wl 20 XK
“9 H2 0 134CY, S HP. un{ [ BT E5T)
4510 13V b 21/4CX, 10 1P, 1605 615 ig0] 550 4980
(1) 21720 31/4CY, 190HP; 20| &0 285] 158 69060
4580 31/205CY, 25 HP., s 1200 3610} 10800 iut]
J&I0}  Trackr bader, wheel, torque conv, £x 4, 1 0 11/4 CY, 65 HP. 1005] 273 60| 2000 71480
60 1/2 %0 13/4CY, 0 WP, . nss| s Mo| 285 770
6% Y40 2CY, 10RP. C E: 1000 3,000 2920
a0 2121 31/2CY, 130 HP. ussl 4 1zm] 30 N
% 30 41/2CY, 120 HP. T30) IS 1200 S100 1)
oo S1A b SY4CY, Z0HP. 2] e 25m| %0 780
4810 T08CY,35HE. 020] 1,100 35| 995 1963
Jen - 12120CX, 600 HP. 9350 2390 7015 2000|2151
4890 Wheeled, skid steer, 10 CF, 0TP. gzs S&S| 140 @ 1% 13080
4 &0 1CY, 78HP, desdl v 121 2] 6| 2000 19480
891 Mtachments for ol skid steer saders
4852 Mege (71 Al nm 232 635 50.10
469 Backhoe B W 0 % .10
48U . Broom %) me E3)| 95 7150
&% Forks F T ] 30 7%
48% Grapple sl w0 2 810 583
4857 Concrete hammer T M S| 159 11085
488 Tree spade sl LAY 0L
#99 Treacher Al m 6| 107 7690
4900 | Trencher, chain, boom type, gas, aperator wakdng, 12 HP. 2 1w 30{ 109 8
§ wi0 Operator tidng, 40 HP. 57| 26 73] 220 193
5000 Wheel tye, diesd, £ desp, 12° wide 1280 65 19%]  ss0 840
5100 Diesel, & deep, 20" wide 2170 940 280] B4 75360
5150 Ladder type, diesel, 5" deep, 87 wide uso| 505 1510] 455 42040
5200 Dicsel, 8 deep, 167 wide 285] %S 29|  88% 849.60
$250 | Truck, dump, tandem, 12 ton payload I 1390] 35 970 2900 35120
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! Clapter 29

JBackhoes, Draglines,
Gradalls, and

Trenchers

These excavators usually dig below their sitting
plane, although the backhoe and gradall do have a
fimited capability of reaching above that surface. All
can be either wheel- or crawler-mounted. All operate
by pulling their buckets toward themselves rather
than pushing. as is done by shovels and loaders.

Backhoes The backhoe (Figure 29.1) is the most commonly
used, and horsepower for horsepower, can move the
most CY/HR. It is used to cut trenches for pipe ot
other longitudinal structures, to dig foundations, or
to do other digging that permits pulfing the bucket
close to the chassis. It can reach high enough to
dump the bucket into many types of hauling
machines (though not as efficiently as shovels/
loaders). Narrow compacting devices {vibratory and
impact) can be mounted In lieu of a bucket for
consolidation of trench badkill or similar small area
jobs. Some small endloaders can be equipped with a
rear backhoe to become a versatile, small odd-job
machine. A backhoe is generally rated by bucket LCY
size, usually the same size as the shovel to which it
can be converted. (See Chapter 16, “Trenching and
Pipes.” for further information on the backhoe's
role in pipe work )

Draglines The dragline is essentially a crane with cables
“ contrived such that a dragline bucket can be used.
The long reach, plus the rotation on the
undercarriage, means that a large area can be
excavated from one position. This feature is an .
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